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CHAPTER I 
INTRODUCTION
Unions have existed in the federal government since the 1800's^  
and a few agencies of the executive branch were heavily organized by 
the early 1930’s.^  The LLoyd-LaFollette Act of 1912 is the only signi­
ficant federal statute on laboiMnanagement relations in the federal 
service prior to Executive Order 10988, issued in 19&2. This Act 
permitted the association of federal snployees with organizations for 
the purposes of seeking improvsnents in the conditions of work, com­
pensation, leave, and the redress of grievances. Altogether this legis­
lation gave a considerable impetus to the movement for federal employee 
unionization and is still the basic authority for much of the present 
organization and activity.^
Further, the federal sector labor-management relationship was 
specifically excluded from the private sector "Magna Carta", the 
Wagner Act.^ As will be developed subsequently, this did not slow the
2growth of membership or sentiment for union representation in the 
executive department.
The modem era of labor relations in the federal sector began 
in 1962, 3h January, I962, President John F. Kennedy signed Executive 
Order IO988 which formalized policies governing relationships between 
enployee organizations and the various departments and agencies of the 
executive branch of the federal government.^  The provisions of E.G. 
10988 have been the subject of numerous and varied evaluations by 
scholars and practitioners in the field of industrial relations. The 
late John F. Griner, President of the American Federation of Government 
Phployees (AFGE), perhaps reflected the tone of the appraisals when he 
stated that while "...the order is by no means a perfect document and
7
needs some adjustments..., the program under E.G. IO988 shows promise".
President Kennedy’s issuance of E.O. IO988 acccanplished two sig­
nificant factors immediately. First, it provided a common legal basis 
within the agencies of the executive department for labor-management 
relationships. Secondly, onployees and employee organizations secured 
several rights which were not previously specified.
The Presidential Task Force on Snployee-Management Relations 
in the Federal Service, led by its Chairman, Arthur J. Goldberg, found 
that union representation of federal non-postal civilian employees was
g
somewhat less than 10 percent in I96I. This figure had increased to 
approximately 58 percent by the end of 1977."^  This rapid growth demon­
strates that E.G. 10988 produced an atmosphere which encouraged unions 
to organize the federal sector and that pro-union sentiment was wide­
spread among the federal sector workforce.
3Di many respects the development of the federal sector labor-manago- 
ment relations program parallüs that of the private sector following the 
Wagner Act. In both cases, rapid expansion in bargaining units and member­
ship occurred, further legal fine tuning was necessary, and something 
approaching a mature, balanced relationship appears to have been achieved.
The reader will recall that the Taft-Hartley Act (1947) and Landrum- 
Griffin Act (1959) made significant modifications to the Wagner Act aimed 
at balancing the powers of the parties to laboiwnanagement relations, and 
insuring denocratic proce:ii:res within unions. A similar approach has been 
used in the developnent of the federal sector.
President Nixon issued E.O* 11491 in January, 1970, partially as 
a result of a full-scale review requested by the Civil Service Commission 
in 1967. This review was largely motivated by the displeasure of executive 
agencies and unions involved in the administration of E.O. IO9Ô8.
E.0* 10988 provided general guidelines for establishing a federal labor- 
managanent relations program and was largely consultative in nature.
A third-party, or dispute resolution, mechanism did not exist. E.O. 11491 
sought to further define the nature of permissible federal labor relations 
actions, and provide a dispute resolution mechanism which was outside the 
control of agency managanent and the Civil Service Commission. This new 
order, E.O* 11491, entitled "Labor-Management Relations in the Federal 
Service", incorporated a number of significant changes.Subsequently, 
E#0, 11616 in 1971^and E.0* U 838^^ issued in 1975 further defined the 
rights and obligations of the parties as well as to expand the scope of 
negotiations moderately. Subsequent to the research and writing of this 
study. Title VII of the Civil Service Reform Act of 1978 established the 
major elenents of the federal labor relations program in public law.^^
Significance of Federal 
Labor Relations
The biggest American employer is the United States government.
As of the end of 1977, federal nonr-postal civilian employment was
2.066 million.^
These government employees functioning as citizens, as voters, 
and as a distinct economic group in a changing American society have 
been able to challenge the traditional claims of sovereign employer 
unilateralism and gradually establish an area of countervailing rights 
for t hens elves. Simply stated, it is the doctrine of sovereign immunity 
that no state may be sued by an individual without its consent. This 
doctrine, dating back to the Pharoahs, was deeply imbedded in Shglish 
ccHnmon law and generally followed by American courts after the Revolution. 
In legal theory, these rights as expressed in legislation, executive 
orders, and agency regulations are concessions granted by the sovereign 
enployer and may be overridden by him.^ ^
However; a distinction must be made between the final authority 
of the sovereign anployer in law and the reality of his capacity to 
exercise such power. The application of the sovereignty doctrine to the 
individual federal snployee in the workplace is appropriate for discus-
17sion at this point. This application was very clearly stated by Imundo:
A paradox exists when we consider that the government snployee 
lives in a dsnocratic society. However; when he is in the employ 
of the same government which guarantees end maintains his dsnocratic 
rights, he finds that his rights as an snployee are severely limited. 
Aside from the argument that the government has a sovereign status, 
another rationale is used to justify this paradox. This other 
rationale is that the government employee's share in the control of 
his working life should be exercised through his capacity as a voting 
citizen of the state, rather than as an employee of the state. The 
government snployee through the use of his vote can exert political 
pressure upon the legislative and executive branches of government 
which establish the conditions of employment.
This argument is fallacious in that the political activi­
ties of government snployees are rigidly controlled by the Hatch 
Acts passed by Congress in 1939 and 1940 and administered by the 
Civil Service Commission. The Hatch Acts make it illegal for 
government employees to be active in any real sense in political 
affairs. Under the Acts, they cannot hold office nor solicit or 
handle political contributions.
Herein lies the significance of federal sector labor rNations.
The ability of the sovereign to exert authority is increasingly
qualified by new institutions which acquire social roots, econcxnic
18power, and political relationships that give then a life of their own. 
Federal sector unionism has risen as the only practical way for the 
federal employee to exert significant influence on most matters affect­
ing his working conditions.
Representation of Federal Birployees
Di spite of the limitations imposed by the sovereignty doctrine,
it appears federal employees have embraced unionism to an extent never
equalled in the private sector of the United States. Due to the popular
methods of reporting menbership data on private sector unions, it is
difficult to make a direct comparison between r epr es ent at ion in the
federal and private sectors. The U.S. Statistical Abstract, in its
reporting of labor union and association menbership, uses an estimate
of the average number of dues paying members of unions with headquarters
in the United States. Certain unions do not report as members persons
not required to pay dues, such as apprentices, retired workers, unenw
19ployed workers, and members of the Amed Forces. Most authors writing 
on the private sector, write in terms of membership figures or manbers 
as a percent of non-agricultural anployment. However; federal sector
6unionism statistics are reported in terms of «nployees represented 
in bargaining units instead of actual or estimated membership. Data 
on individual union membership statistics may be gleaned fran union 
newspapers, speeches by union leaders, and other miscellaneous sources,
Ü1 numerous conversations with federal sector union officials, federal 
government labor relations officers, and Headquarters, U.S. Air Force 
personnel, the author has repeatedly heard the statenait that member­
ship accounts for approximately 50 percent of the total representational 
figure. For example, in late 1976, the National President, American
Federation of Govemmait Snployees stated that AFGE membership was
20approximately 325,000, At that time, AFGE represented 678,410 federal 
21
sector employees.
Private sector union data reflects that the private sector move­
ment reached its zenith in 1954» both in terras of strength in the total
American private sector workforce, and as a percentage of employees in
22non-agricultural establishments. As revealed in Table 1,1, union 
menbership in the total American private sector workforce reached 25,4 
percent and 34.7 percent in the non-agricultural workforce in 1954*
Since that time, union strength in both categories has declined steadily 
although bolstered somewhat by the influx of public and federal sector 
snployees in the late 1960's,
In contrast to the private sector experience, the federal sector 
unions underwent a renarkable period of growth in the 1960*s, Table
1.2 portrays the growth of representation in the federal sector from 
1962 through 1977. As indicated, the growth was spectacular during the 
period I962 through I968, Representation grew during this period from
7an estimate of less than 10 percent in I962 to 40 percent in I96S.
During the I968 — 1976 period, the growth slowed somewhat to only 
increase from 40 percent to 58 percent representation of the federal 
sector. This decline in the rate of representational growth can be 
partially attributed to the rénovai of postal enployees from the federal 
labor relations program under the provisions of the Postal Reorgani­
zation Act of 1970. Prior to the promulgation of E.O. IO988, 84 percent
23of the approximately 600,000 postal enployees were union menbers.
At the end of 1975» 87 percent of the appro:dmately 600,000 postal 
employees were union menbers. However; these representational statistics 
are still significant in comparison to a relative decline in private 
sector representation figures during the I968 — 1972 period, as indi­
cated in Table 1.1.
The federal sector has seen a corresponding increase in the num­
ber of bargaining units. The 26 bargaining units in existence in I962 
vere in two units composed of snployees in the Tennessee Valley Authority 
and 24 units composed of employees of the Department of the Interior.
These units were established under particular laws governing specific 
governmental corporations such as the Tennessee Valley Authority, 
Bonneville Power Administration, and the Alaska Railroad. Procedures
for these bargaining units were peculiar to the individual agencies and
bh(
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25did not apply government-wide. The growth in bargaining units made t e
most dramatic gain in the I962 — I968 period, rising from 26 to 2,395»'
In the next nine years, a gain of l,Il6 occurred (I968 - 1977). It 
should be noted at this point that the peak in bargaining units was 
actually reached in 1975, when a total of 3,608 bargaining units existed.
8TABLE 1.1
NATIONAL UNION MEMBERSHIP AS A PROPORTION 
OF THE LABOR FORCE, 1930-1972^
Total Union Total Labor Force
Nonagricultural
Establishment
Year
Menbership
(000)
Number
(000)
Percent Number
(000)
Percent
1930 3,401 50,080 6.8 29,424 11.6
1932 3,050 51,250 6.0 23,628 12.9
1934 3,088 52,490 5.9 25,953 11.9
1936 3,989 53,740 7.4 29,082 13.7
1938 8,034 54,950 14.6 29,209 27.5
1940 8,717 56,180 15.5 32,376 26.9
1942 10,380 60,380 17.2 40,125 25.9
1944 14,146 66,040 21.4 41,883 33.8
1946 14,395 60,970 23.6 41,674 34.5
1948 14,319 62,080 23.1 44,891 31.9
1950 14,267 63,858 22.3 45,222 31.5
1952 15,892 65,730 24.2 48,825 32.5
1954 17,022 66,993 25.4 49,022 34.7
1956 17,490 69,409 25.2 52,408 33.4
1958 17,209 70,275 24.2 51,363 33.2
1960 17,049 72,142 23.6 54,234 31.4
1962 16,586 73,442 22.6 55,596 29.8
1964 16,841 75,830 22.2 58,331 28.9
1966 17,940 78,893 22.7 63,955 28.1
1968 18,916 82,272 23.0 67,915 27.9
1970 19,381 85,903 22.6 70,593 27.5
1972 19,435! 88,991 21.8 72,764 26.7
1974 20,199 93,240 21.7 78,372 25.8
E^xcludes Canadian membership.
^Includes a relatively small number of trade union members 
outside the United States. This figure was 105,000 in I964.
Statistics are from United States Department of Labor, Bureau 
of Labor Statistics, Handbook of Labor Statistics 1975-Reference Edition. 
(Washington: Government Printing Office), 1975, Table 158.
^974 data derived from United States Department of Commerce, 
Statistical Abstract of the United States. (Washington; Government 
Printing Office), 1976, Table 618.
9TABLE 1.2
PERCENTAGE OF FEDERAL EMPLOYEES 
IN EXCLUSIVE BARGAINING UNITS 
(EXCLUDING POSTAL SERVICE)
Year Percent
1962 Less than 10
1963 Less than 10
1964 12
1965 16
1966 21
1967 29
196s 40
1969 42
1970 48
1971 53
1972 55
1973 56
1974 57
1975 59
1976 58
1977 58
Source. Compiled from data contained in Government Enplovees 
Relations Renort (GERR). (Washington: Bureau of National Affairs). 
March I4, 1977» No. 699, p. 699:30, and the Federal Labor-Manasanent
Consultant, op, cit., March 24, 1978, p. 3,
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as compared to 3,56? in 1976 and 3» 511 in 1977. Should it appear to
the reader that union activity is confined to only a few agencies,
Table 1.3 shows the numbers of exclusive bargaining units in major
28agencies, as reported in 1976.
TABLE 1.3
EXCLUSIVE RECOGiÜTIONS IN I-ÎAJOR AGENCIES
Agency Exclusive Recognitions
Army 617
Navy 578
Veteran*s Administration 357
Health, Education & Welfare 345
Air Force 249
Transportation 215
nnterior 213
General Services Administration 169
Agriculture 156
treasury 137
National Guard Bureau 127
Commerce 93
Defense Supply Agency 80
Housing & Urban Development 64
Total 3,400
These 3,400 bargaining units, in the 14 agencies listed, accounted 
for 1,100,204 or 92.4 percent of the 1,190,478 onployees represented in 
1976.^
Major Unions Representing 
Federal Bnplovees 
The information reviewed above would appear to leave little room 
for doubt that in terms of total employees represented and numbers or 
pervasiveness of bargaining units, the federal government is extensively
11
r^resented. The reader might also inquire as to the unions represent­
ing these employees and whether federal unionism is a blue or white-
collar phenomenon. As of 30 Nbvonber 1976, the following major unions
30accounted for a vast majority of the federal representation.
TABLE 1.4
NOMBÏR OF BARGAHÎIÎC UHITS 
BY MAJOR UNION 
(EXCLUDING POSTAL SERVICE)
Number of Bargaining
Union Units
American Federation of 1,774
Government Bnployees (AFGE)
National Federation of 678
Federal Ei^ loyees (NFFE)
National Association of 286
Government Bnployees (NAGE)
National Treasury Bnployees 105
Union (NTEU)
International Association of
Machinists (lAM) 92
Metal Trades Council 49
(AFIr-CIO) (MTC)
These 2,984 bargaining units, 83.6 percent of the 3»56? recognitions 
existing in 1976, cover 960,227 onployees or 80.6 percent of the 1,190,478 
employees in exclusive bargaining units. ^  The ronaining 230,251 employees 
are represented by 88 different unions in 583 bargaining units.
These same six organizations are reported to represent blue and 
white-collar employees as indicated below.
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TABLE 1.5
NUMBER OF EMPLOYEES REPRESENTED BY 
MAJOR UNIONS IN THE FEDERAL SECTOR 
(EXCLUDING POSTAL SERVICE)
Union Total Blue-Collar White-Collar
AFGE 678,410 100,750 477,660
NFFE 133,549 31,473 102,076
NTEU 89,766 529 89,257
NAGE 82,642 31,746 50,896
MTC 58,453 55,362 3,111
lAM 33,492 29,871 3,621
An examination of these data indicates that representation is 
extensive in both the blue and white-collar areas. As of 30 Novanber, 
1976, 83 percent of blue-collar aiçjloyees (384,820) were covered by 
exclusive recognition, while 51 percent (805,658) of the white-collar 
enç)loyees were represented.^^ IiJhile early federal unionism was considered 
to be primarily a blue-collar phenomenon, there can be little doubt 
that the white-collar government employee is now firmly in position, in 
numerical terms, to control the federal union raovanent.
As discussed earlier in this Chapter, it is the author*s con­
tention that the federal sector union movement has developed to assert 
ai^ xLoyee beliefs at the highest policy making levels of the federal 
government. Given the pervasiveness and numerical strength of federal 
unions, there can be little doubt that the federal unions are capable 
of asserting themselves.
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Federal Sector Work Stop-pages
The legality or propriety of dispute resolution methods available
to government anployees throughout the history of federal sector labor
relations has shonn a steady move to more forceful assertions by govem- 
35ment anployees.
There can be little doubt today that federal employees have the 
capability to seriously disrupt the supply of government services in 
almost all major agencies. This capability has been demonstrated on 
several occasions in the recent past. A total of 18 work stoppages in 
the federal government during the 1962-1974 time period, including inci­
dents in the Postal Service, were reported by the Bureau of National 
Affairs.
Although the magnitude and duration of these stoppages were in­
significant when ccmpared to the enormity of the federal workforce, they 
are significant because they occurred. In early 1977, the Federal 
Personnel and Compensation Division of the General Accounting Office
issued a study, of strike contingency plans by federal agencies, to the
37Civil Service Commission,"^  This report reviews strikes or slow-downs
occurring in the federal sector during the 1970-1976 period. According
to the report, a considerable number of such job actions ranging from
the air traffic controller’s strike of 1970 to a 1976 strike in the
Panama Canal Company indicates that although the federal government has
not experienced many lengthy strikes by its employees, there have been
many incidents which have seriously disrupted public services.
The GAO briefly discussed the following examples of disruptions 
39of labor supply.-'^
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TABLE 1.6
VJDRK STOPPAGES OR STRIKES 
IN THE FEDERAL SECTOR
1970-1976
(EXCLUDING POSTAL SERVICE)
Year Agency- Nature of the Job Action
1970 Federal A"viation 
Agency
Sick—out, March 25 — April 8, 1970
1970 Dept, of Defense, 
Philadelphia Naval 
Center
Sick-out, 19 employees, June 17, 1970
1971 Treasury Dept., 
Bureau of Customs
Refusal to work voluntary overtime, 
90 anployees, January, 1971
1971 - 
1975
Federal Aviation 
Ageicy
Occasional slow-downs
1972 Internal Revenue 
Service, Data 
Service Center
Work stoppage, 51 anployees, Septanber 15,
1972
1973 Panama Canal 
Company
Slow-down and subsequent sick-out, 115 
anployees, 3 weeks in August, 1973
1973 Dept, of Defense, 
Army and Air Force 
Exchange Service
Strike, 6l employees, 5 days. May, 1973
1974 Dept, of Defense, 
Mare Island Naval 
Shipyard
Sick-out, 63 anployees on May 1, 1974 
and 38 anployees on May 3, 1974
1974 Dept, of Defense, 
Puget Sound Naval 
Shipyard
Sick-out, 60 anployees, 3 days. May, 1974
1976 Panama Canal 
Company
Strike, 500 anployees, March 15 - 21, 1976
1976 Federal Aviation 
Agency
Slow-down, nationwide involvement, 5 days,
1976
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There is no general requirement that federal agencies develop 
strike contingency plans. Of 14 departments and agencies contacted, 
the GAO found that seven had written policies, four had draft plans or 
documents under preparation, and the others had no plans. In further 
investigation, the GAO discovered that nine field activities of various 
agencies had some sorb of contingency plan. The report concluded that 
"the possibility of strikes and related incidents, despite legal pro­
hibitions and sound labor relations, should not be overlooked. Agency 
managonent should be prepared to deal with such incidents promptly and 
uniformly to lessen their effect...
From this review of work stoppages during the past decade, it 
may be concluded that federal enployees and their unions possess, and 
have danonstrated, a bona fide capability to disrupt the flow of govern­
ment services. It may be concluded that the federal sector is heavily 
organized and represented by unions which are r^resentative of the main­
stream of the American labor movanent. It also appears that federal 
civilian employees are danonstrating a greater willingness to use proven 
measures from the private sector to assert their views.
Statement of the Problan 
]hundo,^in his investigation of the reasons for federal employees 
joining unions, notes that government employees join unions for some of 
the same reasons as workers in the private sector. However; he quickly 
points out that the conditions of work in the federal government preclude 
many traditional explanations about the reasons people join unions.
The role of the civil service system, government's maintenance of the 
sovereignty doctrine which is reflected in the federal labor relations 
practices, and the high proportion of white-collar union members (and
16
representation) in the government is in sharp contrast with the low pro- 
portion of white-collar union members in the private sector. At one 
time in the recent past, it was also commonly believed that the typical 
bread and butter union appeals did not find widespread acceptance among 
white-collar employees. Recent writings have somewhat softened this 
position,
Imundo's study must be viewed as the most comprehensive and 
definitive study of reasons for federal employees joining unions. To 
date, no other author has replicated, validated, or expanded upon Imundo*s 
findings. Although, Imundo utilized the same research design at Tinker 
Air Force Base, Oklahoma in 1971 and in a survey at Wright-Patterson 
Air Force Base, Ohio in 1974»^  ^with essentially the same results.
The problem addressed in this, the present, study is to deter­
mine the stated reasons why federal (Department of the Air Force) anployees 
joined or did not join a specific local of the American Federation of 
Government Bnployees (AFGE) and their perceptions of federal enployee 
unions and officers of these unions. The word perception is used in this 
instance to mean an impression in the mind of the respondent, which was 
perceived by the senses and forms the basis for concepts.
limitations
This study is limited in scope. It is not intended as an expo­
sition of a general theory of federal anployee motivation toward joining 
a labor union. The study is designed to determine the reasons for the 
sampled members to join or not join the AFGE and their perceptions of 
federal employee unions and officers, and to compare survey findings 
in the Maxwell Air Force Base — Gunter Air Force Station complex with
17
those of Imundo in his 1971 study at Tinker AFB, Oklahoma. While the 
differences between the Tinker and Maxwell-Gunter complexes must be 
recognized, it is felt that sufficient similarities exist to enable 
meaningful data comparisons to be made. The assumption is made that 
data provided by the respondents are accurate and truthful to the best 
of their knowledge.
Definition of Terms 
In subsequent discussions, terns describing conditions or events 
in federal sector labor realtions will be used. The definition of terms 
as given, are peculiar to the federal sector and the Section notation 
(where applicable) refers to a Section of E.O. 11491» as amended.^
Adverse Action - In the federal government, rénovais; suspensions 
for more than 30 days; reduction in grade, rank, or compensation; or 
furlough without pay for misconduct, nonperformance, or incompetence. 
Lesser disciplinary actions, such as short-term suspensions or repri­
mands, are not technically considered adverse actions. Under Civil 
Service Cranmission regulations and nearly all collective bargaining 
agreements, adverse and disciplinary action appeals procedures are sepa^ 
rate from grievance procedures.
Allotment of Dues (Section 21 ) - The procedure whereby the dues 
of a labor organization are regularly deducted by the employing agency 
from the pay of the anployees.
Appropriate Unit (Section 10b and c) - A group of anployees which 
a labor organization seeks to represent for the purpose of negotiating 
agreements; a group of employees with a clear and identifiable community 
of interest and which promotes effective dealings and efficiency of
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operations. It may be established on a plant, installation, craft, 
function or other basis.
Approval of Agreements (Section 15) — The requirement that 
negotiated agreements be approved by the head of the agency or his 
designee in order to assure compliance with applicable laws, existing 
published agency policies and regulations, regulations of other appro­
priate authorities, national or other controlling agreements at a higher 
levri, and E.O. 11491» as amended.
Classified Bnployees - Salaried federal employees whose jobs 
have been classified as to the subject matter of work and graded as to 
the degree of difficulty and responsibility according to the position 
classification system created by the Classification Act of 1949* Most 
classified employees are in white-collar occupations, and all are paid 
under the General Schedule.
Collective Bargaining - The performance of mutual obligations of 
the employer and the exclusive representative to meet at reasonable times, 
to confer and negotiate in good faith, and to execute a written agreement 
with respect to terms and conditions of employment, except that by any 
such obligation neither party shall be compelled to agree to proposals, 
or be required to make concessions.
Confidential Employee (Section 3) - One whose responsibilities or 
knowledge in connection with the labor-managament issues involved in 
collective bargaining, grievance handling, or the content unionr-manag»- 
ment discussions would make his membership in the union incompatiable 
with his official duties.
General Schedule — The scheme of pay for all federal jobs covered
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by the Classification Act of 1949? abbreviated GS. Jobs are grouped 
into 18 pay grades, depending upon difficulty and responsibility of 
work, GS rates are set by Congress and are uniform throughout the 
federal service.
Grievance Procedure (Kegotiated)(Sections 13, 17, 19) - A pro­
cedure applicable only to ei^ loyees in the bargaining unit for the 
consideration and orderly resolution of disputes over the interpre­
tation and application of agreements. E.0* 11491, as amended, requires 
the inclusion of such a procedure in all agreements.
Impasse Resolution (Section 1?) - The aaployment of one or more 
techniques to resolve a negotiations impasse. Procedures include medi­
ation, fact-finding, and arbitration and are intended as alternatives to 
strikes which are prohibited in the federal government.
Managanent Rights (Section 12b) — From managanent*s viewpoint, 
"the right to manage"; the right to make day-to-day personnel decisions 
and to direct the workforce without notification to or consultation with 
the exclusive representative.
Mediation (Section 1?) — A procedure for third party settlement 
of disputes. It involves the utilization of a third party to facilitate 
the reaching of an agreement between the parties at the bargaining table.
Meet and Confer Negotiations — A process of negotiating terms and 
conditions of employment intended to enphasize the differences between 
public and private onployment conditions. Negotiations under %eet and 
confer*' rules usually imply discussions leading to a unilateral adoption 
of policy by managanent, rather than by a written agreanent.
National Consultation Rights (Section 19) - Consultation rights
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at the agency headquarters level accorded to a qualifying labor organi­
zation requires the agency to notify representatives of the organization 
of proposed substantive changes in agency-wide personnel policies and 
have its views carefully considered.
Negotiability (Sections 4c(2), and 11 and 12) — The existence of 
the authority of an agency and a labor organization to negotiate an 
agreement on specified issues.
Professional Hnployee — One whose work is predominately intellectual 
and varied in nature, requires exercise of discretion and judgment and 
knowledge of an advanced nature customarily acquired at an institution 
of higher learning, and is of such a character that the output or result 
accomplished cannot be standardized in r^ationship to a given period of 
time. It is recognized generally that professionals are entitled to 
separate bargaining units unless they elect to be represented by the same 
unit as nonprofessional employees.
Scope of Negotiations (Section 11 and 12) - The issues concerning 
personnel policies and practices and other matters affecting working 
conditions about which an agency and a union may negotiate an agrément.
Standards of Conduct for Laoor Organizations (Section IS) — A 
code governing internal dmocratic practices and fiscal responsibility, 
and procedures to which a labor organization must adhere in order to be 
eligible for recognition under E.G. 11491.
Unfair Labor Practices (Section 19) - Actions which agency manage­
ment and labor organizations are to avoid in relating to each other 
throughout the collective bargaining relationship.
Nage Board Bnployees — Those employees in recognized trades or
21
crafts, or other skilled mechanical crafts, or in unskilled, semiskilled 
or s'.dlled manual labor occupations, and other anployees including fora­
men and supervisors in positions having trade, craft, or laboring eiiqieri— 
ence and knowledge as the paramount requiranent. Wage board anployees 
are paid by the hour, and their wages are periodically adjusted in accord­
ance with prevailing rates. Rates are determined through periodic wage 
surveys of the same or similar jobs within the proximate geographic area.
Hypotheses
To achieve the objectives of this inquiry, the following 
hypotheses have been formulated,
1, The reasons why the sampled blue-collar and white-collar 
AFGE Local 997 menbers joined the union are significantly different from 
the reasons why workers in the private sector join unions,
2, The sampled blue-collar and white-collar AFGE Local 997 mem­
bers joined the union for the same reasons,
3, The perception of the sampled blue-collar and white-collar
AFGE Local 997 menbers of government enployee unions is favorable,
4, The perception of the sampled blue-collar and white-collar
AFGE Local 997 menbers of government employee unions is the same,
5, The perception of the sampled blue-collar and white-collar
AFGE Local 997 menbers of government employee union officers is favorable,
6, The perception of the sampled blue-collar and white-collar 
AFGE Local 997 menbers of government employee union officers is the same,
7, The reasons why the sampled blue-collar and white-collar 
employees did not join the AFGE are significantly different from the 
reasons why workers in the private sector did not join unions.
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$, The sampled blu&-coUar and whit&-collar non-union anployees 
declined to join the AFGE for the same reasons.
9. The perception of government employee unions, of the sampled 
blua-coUar and white-collar non-union member employees is the same.
10. The perception of government employee unions, of the sampled 
blue-collar and white-collar non-union anployees who declined to join 
is favorable, but is not as favorable as the perception of union mem­
bers by a significant margin.
11. The perception of the sampled blue-collar and white-collar 
non-union employees of government anployee union officers is favorable 
but not as favorable as the perception of union members by a significant 
margin.
12. The perception of the sampled blue-collar and white-collar 
non-union employees of government employee union officers is the same.
Hypotheses 1 and 2 will be tested using data gathered in Part I 
of the questionnaire for union members, while hypotheses 3 through 6 
will be tested using data gathered in Part II of the questionnaire.
The responses obtained from nonr-union members will be used to test 
hypotheses 7 and 8, and Part II responses will be used to test hypo­
theses 9 through 12.
The survey methodology used to gather data and statistical 
methods used to test these hypotheses are described in the following 
section.
Research Plan
This study is designed to analyze the stated reasons for select­
ed federal sector civilian employees joining or not joining the AFGE
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and their perceptions of federal employee unions and officers.
Questionnaires
The survey data upon which this study is based was obtained 
from a sample of AFGE Local 997 member responses to a questionnaire 
which was sent to their homes. Nonr-union menbers of the workforce of 
Maxwell AFB/Gunter AFS, Alabama, where AFGE Local 997 holds exclusive 
recognition, were surveyed by a questionnaire sent to them in their 
work sections.
A questionnaire, designed for union member anployees, -containing 
all of the questions posed by Imundo^ w^as adapted for use in this study 
(Appendix l). The questionnaire was developed in consultation with 
Dr. Donald A. Woolf, the author's chairman, Mr. Kenneth T. Blaylock, 
National President, AFGE, Mr. G.E. Lanthrip, President, AFGE Local 997» 
and Mr. David Alley, Labor Relations Officer, Maxwell AFB, Alabama.
Part I of the questionnaire was tested and found valid and reliable by 
üinundo. Part II of the questionnaire is based on the Union Attitude 
Scale.
A second questionnaire (Appendix II), designed for non-union mem­
ber anployees, was adapted from the questionnaire used for union manber 
anployees. The scope and organization of the questionnaire for non-union 
employees is the same as for union members. Part I questions were reworded 
so as to be appropriate for a non-union member.
The entire questionnaire for non-union manbers was pretested twice 
to detect for ambiguity of questions to the respondents and to further 
insure the relevance of the outcomes provided. The sample used to first 
pretest the questionnaire consisted of 12 non-union employees of Maxwell
2h
AFB, The respondents were asked to identify any confusing or ambiguous 
d.ements and to note whether the outcomes or choices provided were com­
plete. The information obtained from this pretest produced only minor 
changes in the wording of Part I questions. The second pretest consisted 
of a sample of 26 undergraduate management students. The students ranged 
in age from early 20* s to midr-50* s and were enrolled in an evening pro­
gram at Troy State University. They were asked to respond to the ques­
tions and assume they were evaluating their present anployment situation. 
This group was also asked to identify any confusing or ambiguous outcomes. 
The information obtained indicated no apparent deficiencies in the ques­
tionnaire.
The questionnaires include the following subject areas:
1. Social and demographic data.
2. Job environment factors.
3. AFGE monbership status and participation.
4. Reasons for joining or not joining the AFGE.
5. Perceptions of the civil service system.
6. Adequacy of the scope of bargaining.
7. The right to strike issue.
8. Perceptions of the union as an institution.
9« Perceptions of union officers.
Analysis of Survey Results
A frequency distribution of responses by it an and by class of 
respondent were obtained. Differences between and within groups were 
tested for significance by the use of the Chi-Square test. In those 
instances where the Chi-Square test was not appropriate due to very
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small numbers of responses, simple numerical and percentage comparisons 
were used.
Organization of the Study 
Chapter H  selectively reviews previous research on federal sector 
labor relations and pertinent research on why onployees join unions.
Several significant studies on various problons in federal labor relations 
have been written since 1937» These works are examined and discussed.
Labor movement historians and various contemporary writers have searched 
for the motivations of onployees to join unions. These writings, his­
torical as well as contonporary, are surveyed, discussed, and synthesized 
in an attempt to develop a concise statonent as to the reasons why white- 
collar and blue-collar workers in both the private and federal sectors 
join or have refused to join unions.
Chapter HI presents a short review of the labor-managonent relation­
ship existing between AFGE Local 997 and the Maxwell/Gunter complex.
This review is developed through a survey of current literature, organi­
zational documents, and interviews with key officials of the union and 
managanent. An analysis of the current labor-raanagement contract, work­
force characteristics, and membership composition is also presented.
Chapter IV contains the specific sample description, data analysis 
methodology, and presentation of the survey results for the selected 
factors influencing sampled anployees to join or not join AFGE Local 997 
and their perceptions of federal anployee unions and officers. Following 
this, findings in the I4axwell/Gunter complex are ccxnpared with the find­
ings and analysis of Imundo in his study of AFGE Local 916 at Tinker 
AFB, Oklahoma.
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Chapter V is composed of a discussion of the significant findings 
and conclusions of this study, along with their implications for federal 
management, federal sector unions, and acadenicians.
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CHAPTîR II
PREVIOUS RESEARCH ON FEDERAL LABOR RELATIONS AND 
REASONS FOR ET-jPLOYSES JOINING UNIONS
As was noted in the opening section of Chapter I, labor- 
management relations in the federal government and union organization 
of federal onployees have existed to some extent since the early 1800* s. 
However; it is interesting to note that very little academic attention 
was given to this facet of the American labor movanent prior to World 
War H, Perhaps the lack of a legal or legitimate administrative basis 
for federal labor relations, until recently, accounts for this anomaly.
Bnployee motivation for joining unions was given literary atten­
tion at a much earlier date. However; it was not until the 1930's that 
actual field survey work was undertaken to record employees * stated 
reasons for joining unions. Since that time, a substantial amount of 
survey work has been done in this area, both in the private and federal 
sectors.
This chapter reviews, in order, previous research on federal 
labor relations and rd.evant literature on the previously recorded 
reasons for employees joining unions. It should be noted at this point 
that the terras enployee and worker are used synonymously in this study.
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Previous Research on Federal labor Relations
Books and Monographs
Government as Brrployer, by Sterling Spero,^  is the earliest conw 
prehensive work which could be located on this subject. Spero provides 
a very thorough coverage of the history of early unionism in the Postal 
Department and other federal agencies. Spero devoted considerable space 
to the philosophical problems associated with federal unionism and con­
cluded that the same basic problem existed in the federal sector as in 
the private sector. This problen centers around the desire of oiçjloyees, 
through their union, to influence conditions in the workplace and the 
obligation of management to assure that the mission of the agency is 
expeditiously accomplished.
Morton R. Godine, in The Labor Problem in the Public Service:
2
A Study in Political Pluralism, addressed many of the issues raised by 
Spero and concludes that the significant problon to be resolved regarding 
federal labor-management relations is the determination of "...the extent 
to which the civil service may be accorded a measure of functional reco^ 
nition without impairment of the inalienable duty of a representative 
government to retain ultimate control over the administrative machinery 
created for the accomplishment of public purpose." This problan still 
looms as the major stumbling block to federal labor-managanent relations.
Paul P. Van Riper’s History of the United States Civil Service.^  
published in 1958, reviews the history of the U.S. civil service from 
1789 to 1958 in terms of the major political, social, and economic forces 
operating in our society. Van Riper*s work is rich in detail and biblio­
graphical references and synthesizes the "state of the Civil Service" in
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each of the major periods of our history. He concludes that the 
American Civil Service is a political institution and that the problems 
of the civil service are political problems, capable only of political 
solution and guidance. ^ In regard to federal employee unionization, he 
concluded that there had been an increasing recognition of the rights 
of federal employees and increasing efforts in the agencies to improve 
employee relations.^
7
Wilson Hart’s Collective Bargaining in the Federal Civil Service, 
published on the eve of the issuance of E.O. 10988, contains an excellent 
account of developments in federal labor-managonent relations during the 
1950* s and early 1960's, Hart dev^ops a comparative analysis of the 
federal and private sector labor relations programs from social, legal, 
and historical perspectives. Hart concluded that extension of full col­
lective bargaining rights to federal employees was not desireable because 
of the possibility of employees using economic coercion, but that the 
federal government would benefit from a decentralization of authority 
for determining how various Jobs of government should be done,
g
Management*s Relations with Organized Public Bnployees. edited 
by Kenneth 0, Warner, presents a series of articles by academicians, 
union leaders, and public administrators on the state of public sector 
labor relations, Warner attempts in this monograph to present a balanced 
perspective of conditions at various levels of government. Published 
only months after the issuance of E,0. 10988 in 1962, only a brief dis­
cussion of the federal sector under E.O, 10988 was possible,
Tüllem B, Vosloo*s Collective Bargaining in the United States 
g
Federal Oil’ll Service is in many respects an upxiate of Spero *s earlier
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work, Vosloo, in reasoning similar, to Spero, concluded that collective 
bargaining rights should be granted to federal employees in some areas, 
because the differences in federal and private sector laborMnanagement 
restions was one of degree rather than substance.
A second monograph edited by Kenneth 0, Warner, entitled 
Collective Bargaining; in the Public Service; Theory and Practice. 
is a series of perspectives offered by American and Canadian public 
administration practitioners and specialists. This publication appears 
to represent an attanpt to present the state of the art at that time 
and offer a basis for comparison of American and Canadian experiences 
in public sector labor relations.
Felix A. Nigro’s Ifenaggnent-Bnnlovee Relations in the Public 
Service,"briefly reviews the historical bases, both legal and philo­
sophical, for public labor-managonent relations before proceeding to 
a discussion of environmental elements, political factors, and policy 
issues. Subsequently, Nigro develops a framework for negotiations and 
concludes with a discussion of impasse and grievance resolution pro­
cedures. Written in 19^ 9» this book offers a good review of federal 
and other public labor relations programs.
12Labor-I'fanagement Relations in the Public Service, edited by 
Harold S. Roberts, is a multipart volume which is an outgrowth of a 
publication originally prepared by him in February, I964 and revised 
in August, 1964 and January, I967. Subsequently, the volume was up­
dated again in 1970. Roberts provides a comprehensive treatment of 
the federal sector program, beginning with E.O. IO988. His coverage 
is unusual in that it includes procedural details, third part decisions, 
and personnel policy statements issued by the federal authorities.
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In addition to the federal sector coverage, an excellent review of 
state and local legislation is included.
1-îurray B. Nesbitt's Labor Relations in the Federal Government 
Service is the most recent, and one of the most comprehensive books to 
appear on the federal sector labor relations program, Nesbitt traces 
the history of federal labor relations from the 1830's to E.O. IO9S8, 
provides an excellent discourse on the sovereignty doctrine and its 
attenuation throughout the years, and concludes with detailed expo­
sitions on the substantitive nature of federal labor relations today.
Numerous other current books on labor-management relations 
were reviewed. It was found that the vast majority of writers devote 
very little space to the federal sector. The federal sector is de­
scribed in general terms, including representational statistics, cur­
rent executive orders, and the major unions involved. For example, 
Rowan,^Sloane and Nitney,^^and Hagburg and Levine^^devoted limited 
space to the subject.
Unpublished Doctoral Dissertations
Imundo, writing in 1971, found only three dissertations which
gave specific attention to federal government labor-managenent relations
IS"Unionism in the Federal Service", by Eldon Johnson, was the 
first dissertation which attanpted a comprehensive analysis of this 
subject. Johnson's central theme is the emergence, growth, objectives, 
and achievements of government unions. Johnson develops an excellent 
analysis of the emergence and decline of the National Federation of 
Federal Employees and the origins of the American Federation of Govern­
ment Bnployees. In Chapter IV, Johnson provides an in-depth review of
17
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the attitudes and objectives of federal unions. Although stopping short 
of enumerating reasons for federal employees Joining unions, Johnson 
provides some insight into at least the union’s perception of the need 
it fulfills for federal «nployees.
The second dissertation reviewed by Imundo is D'lurray Nesbitt's 
"The Civil Service Merit Systen and Collective Bargaining".Nesbitt 
examines the issue of collective bargaining by unions within the frame­
work of the merit system. In the study, Nesbitt studies the impact of 
union activities on the merit system at the federal, state, and local 
levels of government. Nesbitt concludes that union and management atti­
tudes can be compatiable under the merit system as long as extreme
20positions are avoided by both parties.
The third dissertation discussed by Imundo in his review is,
"The Legal Rights of Federal Bnployees to Unionize, Bargain Collectively,
21and Strike", by Mansour Ahmed Mansour. Mansour analyzes the impact 
of E,0. IO9S8, based on Supreme Court decisions and legal opinions is­
sued by the U.S. Attorney General's Office. The objectives of the study 
are to (l) point out the strenghts and weaknesses in the existing legal 
environment and (2) to propose changes that will eliminate these weak­
nesses and strengthen government labor-management relations. Mansour 
concludes that the wording and interpretation of E.O. IO988 do not pro­
vide the operational environment conducive to meaningful collective bar­
gaining. The sovereignty doctrine and management supremacy still inhibit
22the exercising of the rights of the employees.
Imundo's dissertation, "Why Government Bnployees Join Unions:
20
A Study of AFGE Local 916", p^rovides a comprehensive review of previous
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research on federal government labor relations, a survey of research on 
the reasons private sector workers join unions, and an investigation as 
to the stated reasons for federal workers joining AFGE Local 916. In 
setting the stage for discussion of his findings in Local 916, he pro­
vides an analysis of the characteristics and constraints of collective 
bargaining within the federal government system, Lnundo concludes that 
even though collective bargaining in the federal sector is constrained, 
the sampled members joined for essentially the same reasons stated by 
private sector labor union members.
"The Scope of Bargaining at United States Air Force Installations 
within the Forty-Eight Conterminous States Under Executive Order 11491 î
21lAn Analysis and Projection", by Martin W, Marquardt reviews the labor- 
management relationship existing under E.O. 11491, the historical in­
fluences on labor and management’s focus on relevant issues in the scope 
of bargaining and analyzes the content of 120 collective bargaining agree­
ments at 85 Air Force bases, Marquardt found that the goals of the 
Order, i.e., efficiency, participation, and communication, are in them­
selves abstract terms and were often viewed with differing emphasis by 
each of the parties. Management was found to emphasize efficiency, the 
union emphasized participation, and both parties tended to ne^ect 
communication,
"An Inquiry into the Evolving Federal Labor Relations System
with Emphasis on Private Sector Comparisons and Contrasts", by William V, 
25
Rice, Jr,, traces the evolution of the federal sector labor relations 
system from 1790 through experience under E.O, II616, Rice details the 
impact of labor relations on federal management, constructs analogies
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with private sector experiences, and devotes considerable attention to 
strikes and federal wage setting practices. He concludes that the 
Executive Order labor relations system is effective as a transitional 
device from the management dominated civil service system to an evolving 
systan of collective bargaining patterned after the private sector, but 
that the real power to make substantive changes in the employment re­
lationships in the federal sector still remains with management.
From the preceding review of literature, it seems apparent that 
writers have treated both general and specific issues relating to the 
federal labor relations program. The second major part of this Chapter 
is devoted to one of these specific issues; the reasons why employees 
organize or join unions. Logically, this question can be broken down 
into several components. It is necessary to consider the origins of the 
labor movement, and reasons for joining unions, from the perspectives of 
key historians, the stated reasons and opinions as to why private sector 
workers have joined unions, and finally the stated reasons federal sector 
employees have joined unions.
Why Enployees Join Unions 
The theoretical foundations of the labor movenent, as formulated 
by various writers, only tangentially address the question of why workers 
join unions. The problan of the theoreticians in this regard was com­
pounded, as noted by Morgan, by the segment of the labor movement with 
which they were most familiar, the differences in time and place of the 
origin of their respective writings, and by the differences in the back-
26ground and training of the theorists. The writings of the theorists.
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obviously reflecting various social, economic, political, and legal per­
spectives, leads each to a personal philosophy of why workers form or 
27join unions.
Theoretical Perspectives of 
Labor Historians 
VJhile Adam Smith is normally not included in a review of the 
writings of important labor historians, his discussion of worker associ­
ations, as they existed in the late eighteenth century, is noteworthy. 
Worker associations were seen as being primarily defensive rather than 
offensive relative to master's associations. Worker combinations were 
described as being more violent and aggressive than master's associations 
because of the inferior economic endurance of the workers. In Smith's 
judgment, workers were led to organize for purely economic reasons.
Smith gave no attention to the possible desires of workers for enhanced 
social or political status, or psychological aspects. Further, Smith
did not see any revolutionary, long-term goals either as motivational
28factors or as a consequence of labor combinations.
Karl Marx saw the labor movenent as a collectivist movement to 
end class struggle by eliminating the private entrepreneur and estab­
lishing a socialist state. In this evolution to the socialist state,
Marx described the labor movenent as having short and long range goals. 
The short range goal was to dominate intra working class wage com­
petition. Presumably this was based upon economic motives. The long 
range goal was seen as organizing, disciplining, and uniting the workers
of the industrialized society so that the socialistic state would become 
29
a reality. The motivation for workers to pursue this long range goal
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appears to be based upon a perceived, by Marx, worker aspiration for
social and political justice.
Sidney and Beatrice Webb advanced a theory of industrial danocracy
which held that the labor movement was both political and economic in
nature, The Webbs saw the political nature of the labor movement as
being an extension of the worker’s desire for r^resentative democratic
government into the workplace. The perceived "agitation for freedom of
combination and factory legislation. . . (was) a dsnand for a 'constitution*
31in the industrial realm". ^  As to the economic basis for the labor move­
ment, the Webbs believed it necessary to "take the worker out of competition" 
with his fellow workers. This was necessary due to the inadequate individ­
ual worker bargaining power in the free labor market. The primary means
which labor would use to attain economic goals were restriction of manbers
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(control of the labor supply) and the common niLe (union wage scale).
The Webbs differed slightly from Marx's interpretation of the future of 
the labor movement. They saw elimination of class conflict as being 
necessary, but differed with Marx in that labor unions would serve a con­
tinuing function in industrial society and that only socialization of 
major industries within a society was necessary. The motivation of workers 
to participate in the labor movement was their desire to elevate their 
economic and political status in industry.
Robert F. Hoxie believed there were diverse motivations for the 
forming of unions and the participation of workers. The motivations were 
dependent upon numerous economic, political, and social circumstances 
existing at a point in time. HoxLe developed a classification system 
which illustrated five principle types of unionism. According to Hoxie's
40
system, unions could be classified as. business, uplift, revolutionary,
33predatory, or dependent. Of the five types, business unionism was found 
to be the most prevalent type in the United States, and due to its prag­
matic orientation, it was reasoned that the primary motivation for workers
OI
to join was based upon economic improvement and psychological security.
John R. Commons agreed with Hoxie in regard to the essentially
nonr-revolutionary nature of Anerican business unionism and that the
character of labor movements are shaped by the particular econcsnic,
35political, and social factors operating in the environment. The avail—
ability of free land, universal male suffrage, market expansion, and a
complex form of federal government were seen as accounting for the great
reliance upon economic action by the American labor movement. Commons
further held that immigration and business cycles were responsible for
the lack of class consciousness and a cohesive American labor movsnent,^ ^
Commons concluded that the Marxian explanation of the rise of unionism
did not apply to the American scene and unionism was "simply an interest
group that was striving to protect and better working conditions for its 
37membership". Commons gives an economic rationale for the emergence of
unions and the participation of workers,
Frank Tannenbaum viewed "trade unionism as the conservative move- 
38ment of out time," This statanent represented a tempered view of unions
39as compared to his earlier works in which he theorized that workers, per­
ceiving themselves to be downgraded and insecure because of the factory 
system, were overwhelmed with a sense of helplessness in the labor market.
This gave rise to unions, which gave the workers a sense of belonging and
allowed them to establish some measure of control in the workplace.
Al
Following organization into unions, Tannenbaum was of the opinion that 
the social consequences of unionism could be revolutionary, and he saw 
the ultimate triumph of unionism over capitalism. However; he later 
modified his position due to a belief that American unionism should be 
considered a conservative count err evolutionary movement because of its 
concern for pragmatic short-run goals such as organizing the unorganized, 
and improving wages, hours, and working conditions. Tannenbaum concluded 
that "No institution has survival value unless it conceives of itself as 
exercising a necessary moral role for the whole of society, and this 
moral role includes the economic, political, social, and other interests 
of man, . • Experience and time will teach and discipline the trade union 
movement, and it will ultimately develop a tradition and unwritten law 
that will describe its responsibilities as well as its perogatives."^^ 
Tannenbaum provides a psychological, as well as economic motivation for 
workers joining unions. The workers perceive insecurity in the workplace 
and desire to make an impact upon the decision making process of the en^- 
ployer. An attendant economic benefit occurs because labor is organized, 
and better equipped to press for economic gains.
Selig Perlman also . saw psychological and economic motivation as 
the mainspring of the American labor movement. According to Perlman;^
The scarcity consciousness of the manualist is a product of 
two main courses, one lying in himself and the other outside. The 
typical manualist is aware of his lack of native capacity for avail­
ing himself of economic opportunities as they lie amidst the complex 
and ever shifting situation of modem business. He knows himself 
neither for a born taker of risks nor for the possessor of a suf­
ficiently agile mind ever to feel at home in the midst of the un­
certain game of competitive business.
This "psychology of the laboring man is contrasted to the busi- 
man*s perception of unlimited economic opportunity and the constant
A2
attempt of intellectuals to lead workers away from their lower idealism 
to one more transcendental and abstract.**^  The interaction of these 
three basic economic philosophies moulds the nature of national labor 
movements. In the United States, the development of stablized unionism 
was delayed until the American Federation of Labor developed a job con­
sciousness, until it came to assert a collective mastery over job oppor-
I O
tunities, and wage earners disassociated thenselves from producers.
In a similar line of reasoning, John K. Galbraith stated that 
"private economic power is held in check by the countervailing power 
of those subject to it".^ Economists have assumed in competition that 
market power exercised in the absence of competition would invite com­
petitors who would eliminate such exercise of power. Competition was 
regarded as a self—generating regulatory force.However; in those 
situations where a market had been pre-empted by a few large sellers, 
after entry of new firms had become difficult and after existing firms 
had accepted a convention against price competition, competition as a 
regulatory mechanism failed. This accentuated the need for a develop­
ment of a countervailing power.Galbraith saw unions developing as this 
countervailing power. Through organization, workers could enhance their 
bargaining position and enforce their demands upon the few buyers for 
their services in a specific market. This rationale supports economic 
and psychological reasons for development of unions and workers joining.
in
Chamberlain and Cullen saw unions arising in response to a 
similar set of circumstances and serving a similar purpose. According 
to these writers, unions were established to protect the interests of 
their members and to give them some sense of security and independence
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in the workplace.Unions brought their members "functional democracy”, 
or what has for a good many years been referred to as "industrial dano- 
cracy".^  ^This concept of functional democracy further reinforces 
Galbraith's countervailing power rationale and psychological and economic 
motivators for workers joining unions.
The perspectives of the labor historians appear to yield three 
primary motivations for workers joining unions. The historians advance 
economic, psychological, and political rationales. However; all of the 
propositions stem from scarcity, or limited economic opportunity, as the 
root cause of workers forming and joining labor unions.
Smith, Commons, and the Webbs appear to share similar views in 
that workers are motivated by a general dissatisfaction with economic 
conditions and band together to develop institutional controls that will 
guarantee greater job security, higher wages, and improved working cor>- 
ditions. Of the various methods used by workers to achieve these ends, 
labor unions have produced the best results.
Although implicitly recognizing the scarcity of econcxnic oppor­
tunity as being the underlying cause, Hoxie, Tannenbaum, Perlman, Galbraith, 
and Chamberlain and Cullen see the resultant psychological insecurity of 
the worker as the prime motivator for collective action. This banding 
together to cope with insecurity resulted in the formation of the labor 
movement.
Marx, and to some extent the Webbs, saw a revolutionary objective 
for workers and unions. However; scarcity of economic opportunity was 
the basic cause for a clash between labor and management. The main ques­
tion to be answered was the extent to which the working class would gain
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control of the production process of society. Marx saw the working class 
as being the ultimate ruling class, while the Webbs conceded that perhaps 
only key segments of the industrial process should be socialized, Marx 
viewed labor's motivation for joining unions as being a quest for social 
justice in the long run, with economic goals as being short run and relar- 
tively inconsequential.
From the historian's viewpoint, economic, psychological, or politi­
cal motivations may prevail, depending upon economic, social, and politi­
cal conditions existing at a point in time. However; to become more 
definitive as to why workers in a particular society or group join unions 
at a point in time, data must be gathered from primary sources (the wor­
kers) in the target population.
Reasons Stated by Private Sector 
Workers for Joining Unions
A considerable amount of research has been done to determine the 
stated reasons for blue and white-collar, private sector workers joining 
unions. The initial inquiries in this area were directed at blue-collar 
workers, perhaps because white-collar unionism was not generally preva­
lent outside of a few federal agencies, until the 1950's.
Reasons blue-collar workers join unions. Edwin M. Chamberlin's 
study in 1935 is the earliest reported study on this subject which could 
be located.Chamberlin interviewed 200 male employees of Massachusetts 
textile mills, the sample being randomly drawn and consisting of 100 
union members and 100 non-union members. During the interviews, each 
respondent was asked a series of 12 questions relating to the following
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six subject areas:
1. Ability of the union to get results.
2. Trust and competence of union leaders.
3. Reasons for joining a union.
4. Labor-managanent relations.
5. Economic conditions.
6. Management’s treatment of workers.
Of the 100 union members surveyed, the following response as to 
why the employee joined the union were recorded.
STATHffiNT FREQUENCY
1. Because fellow anployee did 13
2. Union is the only way the working 55
man can get results
3. like to belong to such an organization l6
4. Feel more secure as a union monber l6
Union men gave, in order of frequency of response, as reasons for
joining: (l) results; (2 and 3) & liking for such organizations and a
feeling of greater security, and (4) because fellow workers joined. 
"Results” were cited first three and one-half times as often as the next 
most frequent cause. ^  However; non-union workers, in response to a re­
quest for reasons for which they would join the union, gave the following
52reasons in order of frequency:
STATEÜ-ENT FREQUENCY
1. Because fellow workers had joined 49
2. To gain a feeling of greater security 31
3. Union is the only way the working man 13
can get results
4. like to belong to such an organization 7
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As the data above indicates, social (l) and pyschological (2) 
reasons for joining were of greater importance to the non-union members 
than economic considerations (3). This is further confirmed by the find­
ing that 90 percent of the union members and only 38 percent of the nonr-
53union employees believed that unions get results.
An economic, or results, motivation for workers who have joined 
unions emerges as the strongest factor from Chamberlin’s survey.
In the early 1940*s, the labor-I4anagement Center at Yale University 
conducted a series of interviews with union and non-union workers, follow­
ing an organizing campaign, in an attempt to leam why workers did or did 
not join a union. The interviews revealed that the workers expressed 
the opinion that "one is living successfully if he is making progress to­
ward the experience and assurance of:
1. The society and respect of other people,
2. The degree of creature comforts and economic security possess­
ed by the most favored of his customary associates,
3. Independence and control over his own affairs,
4. Understanding of the forces and factors at work in his world,
5. Integrity"^ ^
It was determined that the primary goal of workers was the satis­
faction of the social need for respect of other people, rather than economic 
needs centered in higher wages and job security. However; economic needs 
may be strong motivators, depending upon the social group. The article 
stated: "A worker’s willingness to join a union varies directly with
the degree to which associations with and participation in the union would 
reinforce normal group attachments and interests, would involve practices
consistent with the codes, the philosophy, the faith he shares with the 
f.56group.
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If the social group values increases in economic and job related 
factors, the economic motivation may be very strong. Although statistics 
as to the exact frequency of responses were not included, it was indi­
cated that many of the dissatisfactions expressed by workers were re-
57lated to wages, hours, and working conditions.
In a 1942 study by Link,^ a^ nationwide sample of 1,000 individuals, 
primarily industrial workers and their wives, was interviewed. Of the 
interviews conducted, 70 percent were in homes of blue-collar workers 
and 30 percent in white-collar homes of comparable economic status.
59The distribution of union membership in the homes surveyed was as follows:
Industrial Other
Homes Homes Total
Union members, percent 33*0 3*5 36.5
Non-union, percent 36.5 27.0 63.5
Total members 695 305 1,000
Of 367 individuals who expressed the opinion that all workers
should be required to join or belong to a union, the primary reasons given
60are indicated below.
Union Other 
Total Homes Homes
1. Secure better work- 9*4 13
ing conditions, get
better wages or 
hours
2. One man can’t bar- 8.4 14
gain for himself
(collective bar­
gaining)
3. Increases efficien- 4«S 8
cy, better cooper­
ation with manage­
ment, men can work
better
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Union Other 
Total Homes Homes
4* Protects worker*s 2,8 4 2
job, gives him 
security
5* Saves disputes, 2.8 4 2
avoids disagree­
ments, would be no 
more strikes
6. Helps the workers 2,4 4 2
7. If the unions are 2,4 3 2
good ones
Three of the five most frequently given reasons above (1,2,4) 
are directly related to economic or job security factors. Statement 5 
could be interpreted as an economic factor, but may be evidence of a 
generalized desire for stability and industrial peace.
Included in a research study conducted by the Industrial Relations 
Center of the University of Chicago during 1949-1950 was a study of mem­
bers and officers of a midwest local of United Steelworkers of America, 
Interviews were conducted with a leadership group, an active rank and 
file group, and an inactive rank and file group, A total of 114 inter­
views were conducted from a sample drawn from 1,400 employees in an inte­
grated steel mill. It was estimated that 95 percent of the workers in
Ô2the mill were union members. In the leadership group, 28 men who satis­
fied the criterion for "belongness" in this group, i.e., holding a union 
office, committee chairmanship, past president of a local, were inter­
viewed, An active member was defined as one who had attended between 4 
and 7 union meetings in the last year, The researchers found that 86 
percent of the leadership group, 83 percent of the active members, and 
63 percent of the inactive members had joined the union with some degree 
of conviction.
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The most frequently stated reasons for joining were family back­
ground- prior work as union experience, and personal experiences within 
the plant,The active members stated that the above reasons were most 
important in causing them to join, while some members indicated that in­
formai group pressure played an important role in their decision to join. 
The researchers were of the opinion that if they had been able to study 
the motives for joining at the time of decision, they would have found 
a larger number of workers who joined without conviction and simply be­
cause it was the thing to do at the time,^  ^Perhaps the most ranarkable 
finding was that none of the 114 workers interviewed stated that he had 
joined the union in an attempt to get higher wages. Viteles^ i^s of the 
opinion that some bias in the interview findings and interpretation was 
possible. His opinion is based on the backgrounds of the authors. One 
of the authors was at one time a member of the Amalgamated lithographers 
and a past president of Local 6, United Auto Workers. Another had union 
experience with the UAW.
Seidman, London, and Karsh came to a conclusion which was similar 
in many respects to Bakke. They concluded that the social environment, 
values of the work group, and the background of the individual worker, 
are of importance in determining what motivates an individual in his 
decision to join or not join a union at a given point in time.
Also conducting research-among union manbers in 1949-1950,
Arnold M. Rose surveyed the attitudes of members toward Teamsters Local
688, St. Louis, Missouri.^^ The 4,100 respondents were selected by a
systematized, random procedure. For this sample, 475 names were selected
69from the Local membership files. These individuals were interviewed by
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Rose and his associates in their homes. A total of 392 interviews were
completed. The work performed by the selected members included a wide
range of jobs; packers, order-fillers, manufacturing, clerical, custodial,
70machine repair, truck driving, etc. Rose was aware of other, similar
research being done on reasons for joining and members attitudes toward
unions. He noted that the membership of local 688 had much in common
with workers in the mass production industries. This commonality was due
to the unskilled nature of their work and the fact that they could be
71easily replaced by the employer.
The respondents were asked 129 questions pvolved from the three
questions of general concern raised in the study. The general questions 
72were:
1. For what reasons can workers feel a sense of solidarity with 
their union?
2. To what extent can union leaders and union experiences educate 
the rank and file to have attitudes considered by the leaders to be 
essential for successful trade unionism?
3. To what extent can a union buck a strong cultural pattern of 
which their members are a part when this opposition is deemed necessary 
for union solidarity and successful union operation?
Two of the questions asked by Rose in support of general question
1 (reasons workers can feel a sense of solidarity with their union) were,
*Hdiy did you join the union", and "what do you consider to be the purposes
of your union". The following responses to "why did you join the union" 
73were recorded. ^
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Reasons for Joining the Union
Reason Given
Percentage of 
Respondents
1, Had to — I work in a union shop 45.9
2, For my own benefit (general, but 
personal)
20,9
3. It is a good cause (general, but 
impersonal)
16,3
4. For higher wages 7.7
5, For better working conditions 6,6
6, For security 4.3
7, There is strength in numbers 3.3
8, The majority wanted it 2.8
9. No answer 1.3
From these responses, it was concluded that almost half the 
respondents (giving reasons 1 and 8) believed they joined the union in­
voluntarily, Another very large proportion (37.2 percent) give only
nt
general and vague reasons for joining.
In response to the second question "what do you consider to be
75the purposes of your union?", the following responses were recorded.
The percentages total to more than 100 percent because the respondent 
could give more than one answer to the question.
Purposes of the Union
Percentage of
Purpose Mentioned Respondents
1, Get specific economic benefits 75,3 
(higher wages)
2, Get job security (including 51,1 
seniority)
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Percentage of
Purpose Mentioned Respondents
3. Gain rights (fair deal, welfare, l6,6
free speech, etc)
4. Get benefits off the job 10.7
(recreational, medical, legal)
5. Organize labor (get solidarity 9»4
for bargaining)
6. Raise standard of living 7.9
7. Make labor and management more 5.1
cooperative
8. Increase fellowship among workers 3*S
9. Miscellaneous, don’t know, no answer 2.6
The data above shows that menbers perceived wide ranges of 
benefits from union membership. Higher wages, or other economic bene­
fits, was identified as the most inçortant purpose of a union. However; 
a substantial number of the respondents spontaneously mentioned getting 
job security, gaining rights, and getting benefits off the job (such as 
opportunities for recreation, medical care, and legal advice).
Rose, in his conclusions, notes that worker loyalty to the union 
is dependent upon the success of the union in increasing the worker’s 
income, security, and job satisfaction, and the amount of participation 
in union activity by the worker.This is in agreement with the finding 
reported earlier that 75.3 percent of the respondents viewed the purpose 
of the union as obtaining greater economic benefits. Satisfaction with 
union efforts, and therefore solidarity, appears to increase with partici­
pation in union activities, implying that the union is performing a social 
77function as well.
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Walker and Guest, in an examination of reasons why workers join
or continue to support a union found that wages, hours, and job security
78were not applicable explanations. This study, conducted in an automo­
bile manufacturing plant, shovxed that 66 percent of the workers had a
favorable attitude toward the union, but only 2 of ISO workers in the
79sample gave the union as the first reason for liking their job.
Walker and Guest concluded that the traditional factors of wages,
hours, end job security did not motivate these employees to join the
union. Instead, they suggested that the union served to counterbalance
a lack of personal satisfaction with the immediate work experience. The
union was viewed as meeting, in part, the psychological and social needs
which work in the plant had created. The union represented an emotional
as well as economic dimension in the worker's attitudes . . .  a kind of
psychological bulwark against pace and boredom and against the bigness
80and impersonality of management.
As was true in reviewing the writings of the labor historians, 
no single explanation as to why blue-collar workers join unions emerges 
from the above review of research on this subject.
Chamberlin and link concluded that an economic, job security, or 
results motivation emerged as the strongest factor in the worker's de­
cision to join a union. Bakke concluded that the values of the worker's 
social group are the controlling factors in the worker's decision to 
join a union. If the social group places high value on economic reward, 
this factor may come to the fore. However; social and psychological 
factors may be preeminent on other occasions. Seidman, London, and Karsh 
cited family background, prior work and union experience, and personal
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experiences in the work environment as the most frequently stated reasons 
for joining. These authors also noted that some workers may have joined 
because it seemed to be the thing to do at the time, thus indicating social 
or psychological pressure. Similarly, Walker and Guest concluded that 
wages, hours, and working conditions considerations do not motivate em­
ployees to join unions. Rather, the union serves to counterbalance a 
lack of personal satisfaction in the work environment. The union meets 
psychological and social needs created by the industrial work environment. 
Rose found that almost one half of the workers in his study joined the 
union involuntarily, while approximately 20 percent joined for goieralized 
personal reasons. These findings seen to indicate, since Rose was study­
ing a union shop, that strong social group pressure to join was present. 
However; approximately 75 percent of these same workers saw the primary 
purpose of the union to be in obtaining greater economic benefits.
Reasons white-collar workers join unions. For thirty years follow­
ing the end of World War H, the literature abounded with writings as to 
the reasons why white-collar workers had not and were not embracing union­
ism with the same fervor as their blue-collared brothers. The recent past 
has seen a change in direction of the writing on this subject. VJhile no 
studies could be located on direct whit&-collar worker responses as to 
why they have joined unions, the literature now acknowledges that these 
employees are joining with increasing frequency. The percentages of whit&- 
collar workers are increasing both in terms of representation in the work­
force and as a percentage of the labor movement.
As of April, 1976, the total civilian, noninstitutional workforce 
of the United States was 93»474*000. Of the employed members of this
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workforce, 50.1 percent were classified as white-collar employees. The
percentage of white-collar workers has grown at a steady rate, from 43*4
percent in 196O. The classification, white-coUai* worker, as reported
here includes professional and technical, managers, administrators, sales-
82workers, and clerical workers. Within the white-collar occupations,
male menbers now represent 49.2 percent of total employment, and females
represent 50.8 percent. A trend toward female concentration in this
category is evidenced by a 57.5 percent representation of males in I96O,
and a 42.1 percent representation by females. Indicative of this female
concentration also, is the fact that 63,3 percent of employed fanales are
88in white-collar jobs. In terms of representation in the American labor 
movement, white-collar union manbership has grown from I3.6 percent of 
total union manbership in 1955 to 17.4 percent at the end of 1974. In 
absolute terms, white-collar union manbership increased from 2,463,000 
to 3,762,000 during this same period. The total American union manber­
ship increased by 3,894,000 during this period. Therefore, 33*4 percent 
of the total membership increase during this period may be attributed
g)
to increased white-collar unionization.
White-collar workers were long held to fundamentally different,
in motivation, from blue-collar workers. Although it was generally
recognized that "workers organize into labor unions not alone for economic
motives but also for equally compelling psychological and social ones,
so that they can participate in making the decisions that initially af—
85feet them in their work and community life", it was believed that special 
conditions existing in the white-collar occupations tended to moderate 
the desire of these workers to organize. In white-collar work it was
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typical for worlcing conditions to be physically less.demanding, time- 
clock pressure less severe, paid vacations and holidays more numerous, 
and job security higher than the blue-collar occupations. It was also 
believed that since a majority of white-collar workers are women, and 
therefore less committed in a career sense, that white-collar men en­
joyed enhanced promotion opportimity and stability of enployment.
Further, because of association with management and opportunity for 
promotion into management, white-collar workers identified themselves 
with management,
In addition to the motivational and work environment differences 
between blue and white-collar workers, the nature of the American labor 
movement was believed to be somewhat less than fully acceptable to many 
in the white-collar ranks. Sloane found two reasons for this diminished 
acceptability. First, due to seemingly irresponsible strikes, unstates­
manlike settlanents, union leader criminality, and featherbedding, many 
potential white-collar unionists may have been alienated. Secondly, the 
labor movanent has, in recent years, been represented by uninspiring, 
rather bureaucratic leadership which seems only dimly avrare of the prob­
lems of white-collar workers and totally unimaginative as far as dis-
87covering any solutions.
88Douty, also writing in I969, expressed similar vievjs in regard 
to white-collar unionism and unionism in general. With respect to white- 
collar unions, he concluded that the attitudes of white-collar workers 
with regard to unions and the need for an organized role in decision 
making will largely determine future events. With respect to unionism 
in general, he speculated that economic conditions in the years immediately
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ahead do not seen calculated to produce an upsurge in organization. 
However; a substantially higher inflation rate and an unfavorable job 
market situation would provide impetus for organization. Looking at 
white-collar unionism from the perspective of today, it is apparent 
that both of Douty’s conditions did occur and to some extent are still 
occurring.
Synder saw the problem of organizing white-collar workers as
consisting of four dimensions: the self-image of white collar workers;
their perceived image of the union; the specific pressures in the unique
organizing situation; and the resultant acceptance or rejection of the
89union as a personal choice by a majority of the group. Snyder inter­
viewed over 100 white-collar workers in the Detroit-area auto industry 
and found that a fundamental part of the white-collar worker’s self- 
image is that his group has a distinctive identity. This group identity 
was based upon "important differences". The nature of these differences 
was concentrated in four areas: the "coarseness" of behavior and lan­
guage of shopworkers; their lower social class; the higher education of 
white-collar workers; and the identification of white-collar workers 
with management. A further insight into the white-collar worker’s self- 
image was found in the reasons for choosing white-collar work. Prominent 
mention was given, in priority order, to the possibility of advancement, 
the nature of the work itself (variety, challenge, interest), working 
conditions, greater job security, and the urging of parents who hoped 
their children would avoid factory work. Only seventeen percent of the 
unorganized white-collar group stated they had entered white-collar work 
by accident, this implying a significant commitment to their particular
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°0occupational grouping stemming from conscious personal choice.'
In his discussion of unions as perceived by whito-coUar workers, 
Synder notes that the "assumed inherent incompatiability" between unions 
and white-collar workers must be evaluated in light of circumstances in 
the job situation. The possible repercussions of the work rationali­
zation process in white-collar occupations was identified in this group’s 
observation that what white-collar workers "liked least" was monotony 
on the job and the pressure of deadlines in work scheduling. Nearly 40
percent of the respondents stated that they had personally experienced
91increased work pressure during the last five to ten years. The inter­
views revealed that the symbolic association of the term "union" in the 
minds of the respondents were:
Symbolic Association Percentage
Seniority and job protection 38
Strikes I9
Better working conditions I3
Violence, corruption, racketeering I3
Wage increases ' 6
Radicalism 6
Further, the interviews made clear that 78 percent of the respon­
dents thought that unions, in total, had been responsible for more good 
than bad in America. Only nine percent felt that unions had negatively 
influenced American life, while I3 percent e;ç»ressed an intermediate
92
position. A positive evaluation of unions also appeared in the opinion 
of 86 percent of the group that unions were necessary for hourly pro­
duction workers. An additional five percent held them to be sometimes 
93necessary.
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Kassalow, in a later writing, voiced a similar opinion, although 
it somewhat altered his previous position, regarding the potential of 
white-collar unionization. Wider acceptance of unionism by American 
society, the need to be represented in what is increasingly group-orient­
ed and group decision making economy, and the increasing number of white- 
collar workers with some consequent loss of individualism are factors 
which tend to encourage the groiTth of white-collar unionism. However; 
the deeper hold of individualism and the generally superior economic 
status of the white-collar workforce continue to slow the rate of white- 
collar unionism growth.
95Writing from a slightly different perspective, BoUens enumerated . 
the reasons that white-collar workers should join unions. The value of 
union membership was categorized into five general areas.
1. Realization of a greater sense of job security.
2. Programs and policies which add to employee happiness and 
welfare, such as hospital insurance and educational programs,
3. Institution and supervision of means for assuring proper and 
comparable wage payments to all classes of employees.
1. Promotion of education of employees on the complex subject 
of labor legislation.
5. Provide a common ground for discussion of employee-employer 
relations with management.
These reasons are not based on academic research, but are included 
in the discussion of white-collar unionism as it related to the relation­
ship between V/estinghouse and the Federation of Westinghouse Independent 
Salaried Unions.
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George S. Bain, writing on white-collar unionism in Great Brdtian, 
but drawing heavily upon American research on this subject, summarized
96his study by concluding:^
It is becoming increasingly fashionable to argue that with 
industrial progress, greater affluence, and more enlightened manage­
ment, unions are loosing their function .... I-îuch of this argument 
assumes that the major, if not the only, function of trade unions 
is their ability to achieve economic benefits for their members.... 
White-collar workers value trade unions and join them not so much 
to obtain economic benefits as to be able to control more effectively 
their work situation. As their enployment becomes more concentrated 
and bureaucratized, individual white-collar workers find that they 
have less and less ability to influence the making and the adminis­
tration of the rules by which they are governed on the job. In 
order to rectify this situation, they join trade unions and engage 
in collective bargaining. Given that employment concentration and 
bureaucratization vrill continue, trade unions will be just as neces­
sary to white-collar workers of the twentieth century as they were 
to the "sweated" manual workers of the nineteenth century.
Alfred Vogel, citing research by the Opinion Research Corporation, 
found a spreading erosion of confidence among clerical workers and a
97growing tendency to take a second look at what unions have to offer.
The ORC research was based on a "wide sample of 25,000 employees in over 
90 companies; and the businesses surveyed represent a solid cross section 
of U.S. industry — banks, insurance companies, manufacturing companies, 
and utilities.
The findings were reported as the perceived, by clerical workers,
corporate responsiveness on key employee relations issues. Using average
favorable ratings by clerical employees during the period 1955 - I965 as
the base, ratings since I966 were expressed as positive or negative pei^
99centages. The following data reflects changes reported.
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Bnployee Relations Issues Percent Change Since 1966
Basic Bnployment Conditions
Pay -17
Benefits —l6
Job Security —14
Working Conditions — 6
Personnel Practices
Applies Policy Consistently —17
Does Something About Problems and Complaints -l6
Promotes Environment I'Jhere Management and —14
Snployees Can Work Together
Deals Fairly With Everyone -12
Takes Snployee Interests into Account I’Jhen — 9
Making Important Decisions Affecting Their
Work
Shows Fairness in Making Promotions — 6
Shows Respect for the Individual + 2
Provides Chances for Getting Ahead + 3
Communication
Lets Bnployees Say VJhat They Mean to —17
Higher-Ups
Keeps Snployees Informed in Advance on —10
Changes Affecting Their Work
Lets Employees Know IVhat is Going On in — 4
the Company
Shows Willingness to Listen to Complaints + 5
These changes must be put in perspective by adding that ratings
by engineers, managers, and hourly workers also declined during this period. 
However; the attitudes of clerical employees declined more sharply than
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100those of any group for which comparable information was collected.
The findings reported above take on additional significance when 
compared with findings of the National Opinion Research Center.In 
two nationwide surveys conducted in 1973 1974» samples consisting
of persons 18 years or over, living in noninstitutionalized arrangements, 
were selected and contacted in door-to-door interviews. The respondents
were asked to select the job characteristic they would most prefer from
. 102 the following.
1. High income
2. No danger of being fired
3. Short work hours and much free time
4. Chance for advancement
5. Important and meaningful work
Data for both white and blue-collar workers were reported, but
was determined to be valid only for white males. The percentages of
preferences among the five job characteristics reported for all white
103male workers were:
Job Characteristic Percentage
1. High income 15.75
2. No danger of being fired ?.6l
3. Short work hours and much free time 5.34
4. Chances for advancement 18.42
5. Important and meaningful work 52.88
N=749
This information was further analyzed to differentiate between 
white and blue-collar workers.
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Percentage
Job Characteristic White-Collar Blue-Collar Difference
1. High income 12.96 19*63 -6,67
2. No danger of being fired 3*66 11.96 -8,30
3. Short work hours and much 3*94 7*06 -3*12
free time
4* Chances for advancement 17*46 19*02 —1.56
5* Important and meaningful work 61,98 42*33 +19*65
N=355 N=326
The data pertaining to white-collar employees was further analyzed 
by category of employee within the white-collar occupations. Results are
105expressed as percentages within the category.
Job Characteristic Prof—Technical Mgr-Admii>-Sales Clerical
1. High income 7*53 15*34 21,74
2. No danger of being 3*42 1.23 13*04
fired
3. Short work hours and 4*U 4*29 2.17
much free time
4. Chances for advancement 13*70 19*02 23.9I
5* Important and meaningful 71*24 60.12 39*14
work
N=146 N=i63 N=46 '
Analysis of the data reported above reveals that the most dramatic 
difference between white and blue-collar workers is that white-collar 
workers appear more likely to prefer important, meaningful jobs, and less 
concern about the other job characteristics. The greatest disparity among 
the four characteristics in which the white-collar workers showed less 
concern was for "no danger of being fired". This result may partially be
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explained by the generally lower turnover rate among white-collar occi>-
.. 106 patrons.
Within the white-collar group, it appears that professional-techni­
cal workers are more likely than clerical workers to prefer important, 
meaningful work and less likely to be concerned about the danger of being 
fired. However; managerial-administrative-sales and clerical employees 
are more likely to prefer high income and chances for promotion than pro­
fessional and technical workers, A comparison of all occupational cate­
gories within the white-collar group shows that professional-technical
107workers most often express a preference for important, meaningful work.
In general terms, a considerable majority of the white-collar
group considers it very important that jobs be interesting and provide
a sense of accomplishment. However, there remains a considerable concern
for high income, job security, short hours, and promotion opportunity.
Chamont reviewed the status of professional and white-collar
unionism in the U.S. and found that the job concerns of white-collar
workers are not fundamentally different from blue-collar workers, At the
heart of the matter is the nature of modem employment, which is likely
to consist of very routine, nonchallenging jobs. Here the problem for
white-collar employees is in many ways identical to that of blue-collar
Vïorkers. It is only natural that they should choose similar means to
solve those problems. As the white-collar work force continues to ex—
lOSpand, union organizing successes will continue.
In the early writings on the potential for white-collar unioni­
zation, writers cited several reasons which led them to conclude that 
serious obstacles existed. It was commonly believed that white-collar
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workers were fundamentally different from blue-collar workers due to 
education, family background, aspirations for advancement into management, 
and social group pressures (Golden and Ruttenberg, Kassalow (I966), and 
Douty).
By 1969» it appears that a concensus was beginning to emerge that 
conditions affecting white-collar workers had reached a point where 
unionization vras being considered by white-collar workers as a viable 
alternative to solve work-related problems. It was noted that while 
the self-image of white-collar workers was still not highly conducive 
to unionization, other factors such as lagging white-collar pay, work 
rationalization, and the consequent perceived loss of individuality among 
white-collar workers were increasingly cited as reasons for unionization. 
Further, opinion surveys indicated that unionism was becoming more accept­
able to white-collar employees (Snyder, Kassalow (1969)).
By the early 1970*s, it was commonly agreed that white-collar 
unionism was a permanent part of the American labor movement. The writings 
since that time appear to show common rationales as to why white-collar 
employees have, and are, joining unions. These are:
1. There has been a loss of individuality in white-collar work.
2. This has been largely caused by work rationalization and 
increased time pressure in the white-collar occupations.
3. To stabilize or reverse this undesirable situation, white- 
collar employees must gain control of the workplace.
4. The most acceptable way to gain control of the workplace is 
through unionization and the collective bargaining process.
From the sources reviewed, it may be concluded that psychological.
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social, and economic rationales may be used to explain white-collar unioni­
zation, However; under most circumstances the primary reason appears to 
be psychological. Social group pressure may also prevail, depending upon 
the values of the group, as was found among blue-collar workers. Economic 
factors appear to be a distant third in motivation.
Reasons Why Federal Sector Workers 
Have Joined Unions
109In her widely quoted article, Christrup s^ays that many still 
have the misconception that workers join unions only for economic gain 
and that unions must have the power to force management to meet their 
demands, and that satisfied employees do not join unions. Therefore, 
since government employees cannot strike or bargain for wages, they join 
unions because they are dissatisfied, Christrup asserts that essentially, 
government workers are no different than private sector workers. They 
are motivated to join unions by social, psychological, and economic factors. 
However; since wages and benefits are determined by Congress or wage boards, 
the social and psychological reasons for joining unions become dominant 
for government workers.
Warner summarized an explanation of why public, and federal en>- 
ployees join unions, as stated by supporters of snployee organizations,
Public managers are not perfect, so employees must find a 
vehicle that will represent their interests, speak to management, and 
protect their rights.
Merit systems are imperfect. Snployees do not believe they 
receive the benefits and protection they deserve. Apart from benefits, 
employees believe they should have some say in daily activities in 
their workplace. Personnel policies and procedures are applied un­
evenly, depending on the whim of the administrator. Snployees often 
feel it is almost impossible to gain a fair hearing in the organi­
zation. Through an employee organization, protests can be made with­
out fear of reprisal and with greater chance of success.
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Imundo, in two very similar studies conducted among union members 
at two Air Force bases, concluded that the generalization that federal 
employees join unions for the same reasons as private sector workers may 
be erroneous. He cites three conditions of work in the federal govern­
ment which preclude many of the usual reasons workers join unions. The 
first is the historical role of the civil service system. Secondly, 
the federal government's adherence to the sovereignty doctrine limits 
collective bargaining. The third condition is the high proportion of 
white-collar union members in the federal sector, as contrasted to the 
relatively low proportion found in private sector unions.
Both of Imundo's studies showed essentially the same results.
It was determined that the sampled AFGE members (blue and white-collar)
joined the union for significantly different reasons than private sector
union members. Also, the sampled blue and white-collar members joined
for the same reasons. Unlike persons in the private sector, the sampled
members did not join because of social pressure. Both blue and white-
collar members joined for psychological and economic reasons, primarily
113the protection of rights and increases in wages and benefits. The 
studies also revealed that the appeals of union membership were strongest 
with persons at least 50 years old and weakest among persons under the 
age of 30, Most employees believed management does not treat them fairly 
or give them a chance to participate in decision making. They felt that 
joining the union was the best way to gain wage and benefit increases. 
Less than half thought the civil service system protected their rights.
A more detailed presentation of Imundo*s findings at AFGE Local 
916 will be made in Chapter IV, when a comparison with the present
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study’s findings at AFGE Local 997 will be developed.
In a study of the attitudes of non-union member, federal white- 
collar employees, Imundo sought to provide insights into the reasons why 
they had not joined the union.^%e further stated that the findings 
were also useful in suggesting ways in which the union representing the 
sampled workers could develop new promotional appeals and thereby in­
crease the dues-paying membership.
This study, conducted at an Air Force base in Ohio, consisted of 
a ten percent sample (500) from which 170 useable responses (345^ ) were 
obtained. Imundo presented his findings in two categories, responses 
showing unions in a positive way and responses showing unions in a nega­
tive way. His findings are presented belowP"^
Workers Responses to Statements that Show 
Unions in a Positive Way
Percentage of 
"Yes" ResponsesStatement
A. Workers strongly identified 
unions with:
1. Protecting worker's rights 74
2. Being worthwhile 69
?. Protecting jobs 64
B. Workers moderately identified 
unions with:
1. Being good for workers 56
2. Helping people in trouble 55
3. • Being necessary in most 51
organizations
4. Keeping people from getting 50
pushed around
Significance 
Level (X^ )
.001
.001
.001
.01
.02
.01
.01
69
Statement
C. Workers least identified 
unions with:
1. Being democratic
2. Keeping management honest
3. Being benevolent
Percentage of 
*Tes” Responses
43
38
25
Significance 
Level (X2)
N.S.
N.S.
N.S.
Staten ent
Worker Responses to Statements that Show 
Unions in a Negative Way
Percentage of Total 
"Yes” Resoonses
,117
Significance
A. Workers strongly identified 
unions with:
1. Having too much power 64 .001
2, Forcing people to join who 
don’t want to
55 .01
B. Workers moderately identified 
unions with:
1, Making trouble 45 N.S.
2. Dues and fees being too high 42 N.S.
3, Being corrupt 41 N.S.
4. Being violent 37 N.S.
C. Workers least identified unions 
with:
1, Being radical 29 N.S.
2. Holding back progress 28 N.S.
3. Being useless 4 .001
From demographic data also obtained in the survey, ümundo concluded
that workers who were either bom and educated or educated in Ohio were
slightly more pro-union than the workers who were not bom and educated
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or educated in Ohio. Workers whose parents were satisfied union members 
were as a group pro-union. Workers whose parents were dissatisfied with 
their union experience were as a group anti-union. He found no signifi­
cant difference in the attitudes toward unions of the workers who had
been union menbers and those who had not been union members before coming
118to work for the Air Force.
Commenting on the effect of length of employment on attitudes to­
ward unions, Imundo observed that workers who had worked at the base for 
less than five years were as a group anti-union. Those with five to ten 
years time were slightly pro-union, the 11 to 15 group was neither signifi­
cantly pro or anti-union, and the over l6 years group was pro-union.
The data also revealed that workers under 30 years of age, as a 
group, were neither pro or anti-union. Those between 30 and 40 years of
age were, as a group, pro-union and the over age 50 group were slightly 
120pro-union. In assessing the significance of the age groups, Imundo 
noted that the age 30 to 50 years workers represented 52 percent of the 
bargaining unit and had expressed significant dissatisfaction with their 
working conditions. This group was identified as the primary source of 
long term potential union members. Imundo reasoned that this group had 
not joined the union for two reasons.
1. They were apprehensive of union power - believed that unions 
forced people to join who didn't want to, make trouble, and had dues and 
fees that were too high.
2. Workers are able to have union representation without paying 
union dues.
Although the special problems associated with the unionization of 
professional employees have not been addressed in this study, the potential
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for this issue to gain importance for federal managers and union leader­
ship cannot be overlooked.
In an attempt to gain some insights into the attitudes of non­
union, scientists and engineers employed by the Air Force, Manley and
McNichols conducted a survey of 540 scientists and engineers at an Air
1 00
Force base in Ohio. In commenting on the considerations which are be- 
■ lieved to influence scientists and engineers to turn away from unionism, 
the authors noted that primary among these considerations is the profession­
als valuation of individualism, a valuation that is reinforced by the 
professional’s formal education, as well as the professional and organi­
zational reward systems under which he operates after receiving his degree. 
Also, by virtue of their education and socio-economic background, the 
scientist and engineer consider their interests to be closely associated
12*3
with those of management and antithetical to those of organized labor.
Fifty-three percent of the respondents indicated they would not
join a union, 18 percent indicated they would join, and 29 percent were
undecided. An interesting sidenote is that twice as many scientists or
engineers (3I and I6 percent) indicated that they probably or definitely
X2L.would join a union.
Clearly, the respondents seemed convinced that unions can obtain 
greater benefits for employees and solve problems which the employees 
would not be able to resolve on their own. In response to the benefits 
questions, 75 percent agreed, 15 percent disagreed, and 10 percent were 
undecided. As to the ability of the union to solve problems beyond the 
capability of the enployee, 67 percent agreed, 21 percent disagreed, and 
12 percent were undecided. In substantially the same percentages, the
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respondents seemed to hold just as strongly to the beliefs that member^
ship in a union decreases an individual's professional status; and that
after the union wins recognition, it will gain excessive power and attempt
to force nonmembers to join; and that recognition of a union would result
in employees being treated with less dignity and receiving less consider-
125
ation as individuals.
On the issue of strike rights for federal employees, 54 percent
were against strikes in noncritical government jobs, while 23 percent
were in favor of such strikes. Only 19 per-cent of the respondents were
strongly against such strikes. The respondents under 30 years of age
were, as a group, less opposed to strikes by federal employees than other 
126groups.
Forty-eight percent of the respondents expressed the belief that 
the civil service promotion system was fairly administered, while 53 per­
cent held it to be ineffective. Further analysis, by age groups, recorded
that the younger respondents seemed to be more favorably inclined toward
12?
the civil service promotion system than did older employees.
To summarize this chapter on previous research on federal labor 
relations and reasons for employees joining unions, it may be stated, in 
the writer's opinion, that the literature reviev;ed on federal labor re­
lations was of a traditional and descriptive nature. The coverage has 
been relatively constant, but of a nature to be primarily of historical 
rather than predictive value.
From the labor historian's viewpoint, it was discovered that 
various motivations may exist which cause employees to form or join 
unions. Economic, psychological, and political rationales have been
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advanced. The strength of any one particular rationale or motivation 
appears to be dependent upon economic, social, and political conditions 
existing at a point in time.
The review of literature as to why private sector blue-collar 
workers joined unions revealed diverse motivations. However; it may be 
concluded that social motivations, followed by psychological and economic 
motivations, are paramount in^ the order indicated. White-collar workers 
in the private sector were found to have joined primarily for psychologi­
cal reasons. Social reasons may exist, depending upon the values of the 
group. Economic motivation for joining the union appears to be a relar- 
tively weak factor.
To summarize the writings and research reviewed on the reasons 
for federal workers joining unions, Christrup and Warner advance social 
and psychological motivations for federal employees joining unions.
Both authors recognize the importance of economics but reason that since 
economic factors cannot be negotiated in the federal sector, the economic 
factor is not a motivator,
Imundo disagrees with Christrup and Warner in that he found no 
significant social motivation existing for federal employees to join 
unions. Further, Imundo found no significant differences in reasons for 
joining stated by white or blue-collar workers surveyed.
The findings of Manley and McNichols, in their survey of non-union, 
professional scientists and engineers employed by the Air Force at one 
location, seem to reinforce Imundo's findings since 75 percent of this 
group agreed that federal unions were successful in getting increased 
economic benefits beyond the capability of the individual employee.
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In the following chapter, the Maxwell AFB/Gunter AFS, Alabama 
complex (the employer of the employees which were surveyed), AFGE Local 
997 (the exclusive representative of the employees at Maxwell/Gunter) 
and the labor-management relations environment at the time of the sur^  
vey are reviewed. This review of background and conditions is believed 
to be appropriate, in order to provide insight into the attitudes and 
perceptions revealed by the survey data.
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CHAPTER III
DESCRIPTION OF THE ^ lAXl'JEHX^ UNTER COpPLEX 
AND AFGE LOCAL 997
Tn Chapter II, research findings as to why federal employees have 
joined unions were reviewed. The purpose of this Chapter is to describe 
the setting in which these findings will be tested. The employer (tlax- 
well-Gunter complex), the union (AFGE Local 997)» and the labor-manage- 
ment relations environment are discussed in detail.
The Maxvrell-Gunter Complex
Maxw^l AFB and Gunter AFS compose the I'fexwell-Gunter complex of 
Air Force educational institutions and their supporting elements. Both 
installations are located on the outskirts of Montgomery, Alabama,
Maxwell AFB is on the northwest comer of Montgomery, while Gunter AFS 
is on the eastern edge. The installations are approximately eight miles 
apart.
Air University, a major command element of the United States Air 
Force, is headquartered at Maxwell AFB and is the major mission element 
of the I-Iaxwell-Gunter complex. The mission of the Air University is to 
conduct professional military and technical education, research, and 
doctrinal studies in designated fields,^  Collocated with the Headquarters, 
Air University at Maxwell AFB are the following major organizations,
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with functions as indicated.
Air Mar College
The Air War College has one ten month class per year consisting 
of 264 students. Each of the military services is represented, in the 
student body and on the faculty, along with selected civilian agencies 
of the federal government. The mission of the Air War College is to 
prepare senior officers for high command and staff positions by develop­
ing in them a better understanding of military strategy and national
security policy, vjith ençhasis on effective development and deployment
2
of aerospace power.
Air Command and Staff College 
Air Command and Staff College conducts one forty week class per 
year consisting of 540 students. It also has representation from all 
the military services in the student body and faculty, along vjith select­
ed civilian agencies of the federal government. Its mission is to pre­
pare selected officers, in the grade of major and lieutenant colonel,
3
for command and staff duties.
Squadron Officer School 
Squadron Officer School conducts four eleven week classes per 
year, with a student body of 684 per class. Students are Air Force 
officers in the grade of lieutenant or captain, or selected civilian 
federal employees. The mission of this school is to prepare junior 
officers for command and staff tasks in the Air Force, while providing 
a foundation for further professional development,^
Academic Instructor and Allied Officer School 
The Academic Instructor and Allied Officer School is an organi-
84
zation with a dual mission. It conducts the Academic Instructor Course 
and prepares Allied officers for advanced training within Air University 
or other Air Force schools. The Academic Instructor Course is conducted 
seven times per year and has approximately 120 students per class. The 
Allied Officer Familiarization Course conducts three eight week classes 
per year, each consisting of approximately 35 students.^
Leadership and Management 
Development Center 
This Center, established as a successor to the Institute for Pro­
fessional Development in 1975, conducts numerous professional develop­
ment courses in diverse subject areas. The mission of the Center is to 
provide instruction and managsnent consulting service in the field of 
leadership and management, including professional development, which 
will enhance effectiveness and productivity vjithin the Air Force.^
Other Academic Units 
Also located on Maxwell AFB, but not having on-base student 
population, are the headquarters of Air Force Reserve Officer Training 
Corps (AFROTC) and the Civil Air Patrol (CAP). The mission of the 
AFROTC is to recruit, educate, and commission officer candidates through
7
a college campus program. The mission of the CAP is to use its resources 
voluntarily to meet energencies, to encourage aerospace education of the 
general public, and to motivate young men and women to ideals of leader-
g
ship and service through aerospace education and training.
Two other primary mission organizations are located at Gunter AFS. 
These organizations are the Extension Course Institute Institute (SCI) 
and the Senior Non-Commissioned Officer Academy (SNCOA). The SCI,
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established in 1950, has grown to become the largest correspondence 
school in the world with over 7,OCX),000 enrollments since 1950. BOX 
• supports the formal training of the Air Force, including the Air Force 
Guard and Reserve components. All members of the Department of Defense
9
and federal employees of other agencies are eligible for enrollment.
The SNCOA, the highest level of Air Force professional military edu­
cation for non-commissioned officers, conducts five nine week classes 
per year consisting of 240 students per class. The SNCOA curriculum is 
designed to enhance personal and professional awareness of Air Force 
standards, policies, and programs within selected senior non-commission­
ed officers.
Support Units
Supporting the mission organizations of the Air University at 
the Maxwell-Gunter complex, are the following organizations with funct­
ions as indicated.^
3800th Air Base Wing. This organization is responsible for pro­
viding logistical, facilities, security, and certain types of adminis­
trative support for the primary mission organizations of the Maxwell- 
Gunter complex. The Wing is headquartered at Maxwell AFB and maintains 
an operating location at Gunter AFS. Subordinate units consist of civil 
engineering, logistics, and security police squadrons. , .
1973rd Communications Squadron. All telephone, teletypewriter, 
radio, and automatic data information network facilities are maintained■ 
by this specialized unit. It is located at Maxwell AFB and services 
Gunter AFS by centrally dispatched crews.
3825th Academic Services Group. This Group, located at Maxwell
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AFB, has a mission of pro’/iding certain academic support to the Air Uni­
versity schools and of directing and monitoring Air Force personnel 
assigned to the faculties of non-Air Force service schools (i.e., Army 
War College, Naval War College). The Group is organized into functional 
divisions as follows; Academic Publications, Audiovisual Media, Registrar, 
Non-Air Force Schools, and Television,
USAF Hospital, Maxwell. This hospital provides medical and dental 
services support to the military personnel and their dependents assigned 
to the Maxwell-Gunter complex through the hospital located on I-Iaxwell and 
a small dispensary at Gunter.
American Federation of Government
Bnployees Local 997
Local 997 was chartered in July, 1948 by the American Federation
of Government Fnployees (AFGS), It was formed by a group of l6 employees
at Maxwell AFB, who were concerned about working conditions and the fact
that employees had no voice or representation in- the development or appli-
12cation of policy affecting their work situation.
Since 1948, the Local has expanded at a rather slow, but constant
rate, in terms of bargaining units and membership. Local membership is
reported to be approximately 1,800 at this time, with approximately 700
13of these members being employed by the Maxwell-Gunter complex. Local 
997 is an interdepartmental unit, in that it has been declared the exclit- 
sive bargaining agent for employees of the Veteran's Administration 
Hospital, Armed Forces Examining and Entrance Station, Federal Prison 
Camp, and Maxwell AFB-Gunter AFS, all in Montgomery, Alabama. Additional­
ly it is the exclusive bargaining agent for Social Security Administration
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District Offices in Montgomery, Opelika, Troy, and Alexander City,
Alabama,^ '^/ithin these bargaining units, the Local claims members in 
every career field and grade from janitors to engineers, from clerk 
typists to doctors. Further, the Local also claims the first exclu­
sive recognition for a unit of Veteran’s Administration nou-super- 
visory physicians. Recognition was granted in 1972 and a contract was 
negotiated for this unit in November, 1972.^ ^
In terms of membership. Local 997 is a medium size unit, in 
comparison to other APGE Locals. Perhaps its most unusual character­
istic is the diversity of bargaining units which has caused the creation 
of several additional Vice-President positions within the Local. The 
elected Local officers are a President, Executive Vice-President, Secre- 
tary-Treas’orer, Sergeant-at-Arms, and a Vice-President representing 
each of the bargaining units. These Vice-Presidents are elected by the 
members of the bargaining units they represent, while the Executive Vice- 
President is elected by the general membership. All officers are elected 
annually.
Local 997 maintains an office in the Montgomery Area Labor Temple,
located at 1820 Mt. Meigs Road, Montgomery, Alabama. The President is
17a full-time, paid officer and has a full-time, paid administrative
assistant. The office is open daily from 8:00 a.m. to 4:30 p.m. to serve
the needs of the membership. Monthly membership meetings are conducted
at the Local office, on the third Monday at 7:00 p.m., as required by 
18the By-Laws. Attendance at the monthly meetings varies widely, depend­
ing upon the importance of the issues to be debated. Mr. Lanthrip esti­
mates that typical attendance is in the 150-200 range. Another factor
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contributing to poor attendance is the large number of members who live
outside the city of Montgomery. Montgomery is surrounded by numerous
small farming communities and car-pooling by residents of these towns
19to Ma»:ell and Gunter has been a common practice for many years.
In spite of the poor attendance at meetings, I^r. Lanthrip believes 
that he is able to maintain adequate communication vri.th the membership. 
The primary means of communication is by a monthly newsletter to the 
membership. Secondarily, the stewards serve as the primary word-of- 
mouth contact vjith the rank and file employees. Since Mr. Lanthrip de­
votes full-time to the Presidency, he is able to maintain frequent tele­
phonic contact with the Chief Stewards of the various organizations.
This enables the President to devote immediate attention to highly con­
troversial issues which develop and usually achieve a rapid settlement 
which is acceptable to all parties.
A factor which appears to facilitate communications, and indeed 
the generally informal atmosphere in Local 997, is the long tenure of 
many of the employees in the bargaining units. The Maxwell-Gunter com­
plex and other bargaining units have been able to maintain fairly con­
tant levels of employment over the past two decades. This is due to 
the nature of their missions, which are not as subject to fluctuation 
as the missions of general military (basic) training centers, logistics 
and maintenance centers, and technical training centers. Indicative of 
the stability of the Maxwell-Gunter workforce, statistics maintained by 
the Civilian Personnel Office at Maxwell AFB reveal that the average 
length of service for both general schedule and wage grade employees is 
17 years.
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Current Labo3>-Mqnar:ement 
Relations Environment 
The labor^ management relationship between Local 997 and the 
Maxwell-Gunter complex formally began in 19^3 when the Local was first 
recognized under the newly promulgated E.O* 10988. The first contract
Pi
was also signed in I963. From 1963 through 1976, a series of seven,
two year contracts were negotiated. The current contract, negotiated in
22 • 1976, expires in 1979. As detailed previously in this Chapter, the
Maxwell-Gunter complex is an educational institution and exhibits a re­
markable stability for a military organization.
The military faculty members and other permanently assigned mili­
tary support personnel consist of 1,029 officers and 1,761 enlisted per-
23sonnel. The total civilian workforce is composed of 2,268 supervisory 
and non-supervisory, appropriated fund employees. This total includes 
general schedule and wage grade employees, but excludes all non-appro- 
priated fund employees.
The Bargaining Unit 
The bargaining unit, of which Local 997 is the exclusive bargairn 
ing agent, consists of all eligible employees paid from appropriated 
funds of Maxwell AFB and Gunter AFS who are serviced by the Maxwell AFB 
Civilian Personnel Office, excluding management officials, supervisors,
professional employees, and employees engaged in personnel work, other
2L.than in a purely clerical capacity. By applying this definition to the
2,268 civilian employees of the total workforce, the bargaining unit is
determined to have 1,792 civilian employees. Of this number, 980 are
25general schedule and 812 are wage grade. Expressed on a percentage
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basis, the bargaining unit is 54*7 percent general schedule and 45.3 per­
cent wage grade.
The skills mix existing in the workforce is typical of that found 
in most other Air Force support units. These range from predominately 
clerical in the colleges and schools, technical (i.e., computer progrant- 
mers, analysts, plans and programs technicians, audio-visual and print­
ing technicians, accountants, etc.) in the headquarters and specialized 
organizations, to the mechancal skills typically found in facilities 
maintenance units (i.e., plumbers, electricians, firemen, carpenters,
26groundskeepers, and security personnel).
As noted previously, the Local President and civilian personnel
officials have commented on the stability of the workforce in terms of
tenure. Although precise turnover data is difficult to obtain, it was
discovered that a total of 151 vacancies were filled competitively through
merit principles below GS-10 and equivalent in all series and from all
27sources during the period 1 July 1976 through 30 June 1977. This is 
difficult to interpret in terms of outside hires, although it can be said 
with some degree of certainty that at least 151 opportunities for pro­
motion existed and perhaps two to three times this number if all vacan­
cies were filled by internal promotion. Turnover is greatest in the 
lower level GS and TO grades. This is typical of experiences at other 
Air Force and federal installations and is attributed to higher turnover 
at the helper and apprentice levels of wage board employees and the lower 
level GS clerical jobs. One of the primary contributing factors in the
GS area is the movement of wives of military personnel, who relinquish
28employment and follow their husbands to the next federal installation.
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Another factor which contributes to stability of the workforce is 
the considerable number of retired military personnel who are employed 
in both white and blue-collar skills. The Montgomery area is regarded, 
by military personnel, as an excellent retirement location due to the 
mild winter climate, relatively low cost of living, and the excellent 
medical and shopping facilities available to retirees at Ifexwell AFB. 
VJhile precise statistics as to the number of military retirees in the 
workforce were not available, it was estimated by civilian personnel 
staff members that the number varied from 5 to 8 percent of the total 
workforce, with the greatest concentration of this group being in the 
middle GS grades (GS 7-11 ) and the lower wage grades (WG 5-7)»^ '^
The representation of minority groups (including women) in the 
workforce is deserving of attention due to their strength and concen­
tration in particular grades. The Maxwell-Gunter Equal Snployment 
Opportunity Plan for Fiscal Year 197& proved to be the most valuable
30and comprehensive document available on this subject for this study.
The plan reported statistics on the workforce, current as of 30 June,
1977. It was reported that 12.92 percent of the workforce is black
(including black females), total (all) minority group representation is
13.45 percent, and that total female representation (including black
0“|
females), is 34.8 percent. In the GS grades, blacks account for 39.16
32percent, minorities, 39.56 percent, and women, 5.56 percent. Further 
review of the statistical appendix to the EEO Plan reveals that the GS 
2 through 5 grades have the greatest concentration of minority, black, 
and female employees, while in the wage grade skills, l-JG 1 through 7 
each has over 70 percent representation by minority and black employees.
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Although not included in the bargaining unit, it is interesting to note 
that of 81 employees classified as wage grade supervisors (WS), only 
eight are black and three are white females, or 9»S percent black repre­
sentation and 3.7 percent female representation in the wage supervisor 
ranks.
Other data, descriptive of the workforce and bargaining unit, 
indicates that the average age of GS anployees is 46 years, and the WG 
average age is 52.6 years. Average years of service, for both categories, 
is 17 years, as previously noted. In the GS category, the average grade 
is 5.9, with the range being 1 through 16, The Wage Grade average grade 
is 7.9» with a range of 1 through 12. The educational level of the work­
force data shows that 16,3 percent have less than completion of high school, 
47.9 percent completed high school, 19.9 percent have some college, 6,7 
percent have a bachelor’s degree, and less than 2 percent have advanced 
degrees or credit.The available data on age, service, and education 
did not report information for sex, minority status, or grade.
The Contract
The current labor-managonent contract between Local 997 and the 
3800th Air Base Wing (representing the Maxwell-Gunter complex) was 
negotiated in late 1975 and early 1976, with an effective date of March 
3, 1976.^  ^As noted earlier in this Chapter, this is the eighth contract 
between the parties and has a duration of three years.
The contract, in comparison to numerous other federal sector 
contracts reviewed by the author during the past two years, is typical 
of that found at most military installations. The opening sections of 
the contract identify the parties, define the bargaining unit, and pro­
vide the philosophical basis for the bargaining relationship. Federal
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sector contracts frequently use a restatement of the preamble of E,0, 
11491 as a statement of purpose, as is done in this contract.
In reviewing the contract, it may be broken down into the follow­
ing conceptual areas.
Rights and oblisiations of the parties. Articles HI, IV, and 
XXV of the contract address the rights and obligations of the parties 
and union security matters. Article III, Section 1, declares an obli­
gation for both parties to consult on major policy matters, meet on the 
third Monday of each month, abide by existing and future federal direct­
ives, and to keep employees informed of their rights under the labor- 
manageraent relations program and the contract. Section 2 contains a
restatement of the reserved rights of management provisions of Section 
3712b, E.O. 11491» authorizes duty time (up to eight hours per year per 
stevrard) for union-conducted stevjard training, and an employer obligat­
ion to publish material for the union in the unofficial section of the 
Maxwell/Gunter Bulletin^ o^n a space-available basis. Section 3 speci­
fies the right and obligation of the union to represent all employees 
of the bargaining unit without discrimination in regard to union membe]>- 
ship status, right to be present at formal discussions between manage­
ment and employees concerning grievances, personnel policies and prac­
tices, or other matters affecting general working conditions. Section
4 contains the employee rights statement essentially as stated in Seo-
39tion 1, E.O. 11491» Article IV authorizes the union to appoint up to 
45 stewards, provides full pay status for representational duties, and 
declares an anployer obligation to meet with the stewards and attempt 
to resolve grievances at the lowest levels of the organization. Article
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XXV provides for payroll deduction of union dues. The provision details 
procedures for authorization and termination of withholding on the first 
pay period after March 1 and Septonber 1, and specifies that the govern­
ment yri-11 be reimbursed for the deduction task in the amount of $.02 per 
deduction per pay period.
Work conditions. Articles V, VII, IX, X, XV, XVI, XVII, and XIX 
are generally related in that they deal with work site and directly 
related matters and procedures. Article V contains safety and health 
provisions and requires the employer to; provide a safe and healthful 
work environment, provide protective equipment where necessary, provide 
free physical examinations for employees engaged in hazardous work, and 
regularly publish information concerning location of the regulations 
governing administration of the Federal Bnployees’ Compensation Act.
The union is authorized to appoint one representative to serve on the 
Accident Prevention Committee. The union committee member will be on 
official time (full pay) while meeting vjith the committee. Article VII 
provides that the employer will strive to provide adequate employee park­
ing, lunch and washroom facilities, and bulletin board space for the 
union in work areas. Ikiployee/supervisor relationships, as they relate 
to the supervisor's maintenance of employee records are specified in 
Article IX. The employee has the right to review his individual record 
card, maintained by the supervisor at any time. The supervisor must 
discuss any entry of detrimental nature with the employee. Further, at 
the time of the Qnployee Performance Rating, the employee may review 
his record card to determine if it contains unsubstantiated detrimental 
information. Article X (Details) requires that a temporary assignment 
(detail) to another full-time position for more than 30 consecutive
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calender days and up to and including 120 days, will be recorded in the 
employee’s personnel record. Also addressing work assignments is Article 
XV (Work Assignments and Position Description) which states that work 
assignments (regular and overtime) shall be commensurate with the require­
ments of the employee’s assigned position description. The additional 
duties required by most position descriptions shall be defined as duties 
related to the employee’s normal work assignments and qualifications.
The position description shall be amended as the duties and responsi­
bilities of the job change and each employee shall be furnished a copy 
of their current position description.
Article XVI, governing hours of work, is lengthy and consists of 
eight sections. In essence, management is required to post shift changes 
at least two weeks in advance, insure that when shifts are manned on a 
rotating basis each employee will have at least ten hours between the 
time he completes one shift and returns for the next, and insure two rest 
periods of 15 minutes during each shift. A provision is also included 
whereby those using tools or working in "dirty” areas are given 10 minutes 
clean-up time prior to the lunch break and 10 minutes for tool storage, 
is necessary. A section is devoted to the method of selection of employ­
ees assigned to a night, or uncommon, shift. Basically, volunteers will 
be selected in highest seniority order. In the event an insufficient num­
ber of employees volunteer, an inverse seniority order of selection will 
be used.
Since this bargaining unit includes the base fire department, a 
section is included to address the unique shift assignments of these 
employees. The basic work week is specified as an average of 72 hours
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with a total of 144 hours during each pay period (two weeks). Each 
shift is defined as S hours productive work and l6 hours standby time 
(when possible). Variances from this schedule will be adjusted as soon 
as possible, to insure that the work week consists of 24 productive hours 
and 4S hours standby time.
Overtime provisions are detailed in Article XVII. The employer 
is required to distribute overtime assignments equitably among employees 
engaged in similar work in the same work unit. Advance notice of over­
time to be performed on the weekend will be made no later than noon on 
Friday, except in emergencies. An employee called in for overtime or 
call-back duty will be paid a minimum of two hours overtime and relieved 
from duty immediately upon completion of the job for which he was called.
The final article under the general category of Work Conditions 
is Article XIX, Environmental Differential Pay. Management agrees to pay 
the appropriate percentage of Environmental Differential Pay (EDP), to 
employees exposed to hazards as defined in the Federal Personnel Manual. 
Employees and the union may submit requests to the employer for a dete]>- 
mination,as to whether the work qualifies for EDP. The civilian person­
nel office, after consultation with the Safety Office and Environmental 
Health Office will make a determination, within 30 days when possible. 
This decision is grievable under the terms of the contract. Further, 
the employer will not discontinue any EDP in effect, without prior con­
sultation with the union.
Grievance and arbitration procedures. Two Articles, XXIII and 
XXIV, contain the grievance and arbitration procedures. Article XXIII 
sets forth the negotiated grievance procedure available to employees.
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This negotiated procedure applies to all grievances, except those sub­
ject to statutory appeal procedures. The procedure consists of an oral 
or informal stage, in which the grievance must be filed within 15 days 
of the incident causing the grievance. In this informal stage, two 
steps of review, the first line supervisor and his immediate supervisor 
are given 5 days each to resolve the grievance. If a resolution satis­
factory to the employee is not reached at one of the informal stages, a 
formal, written grievance may be filed. The formal procedure also con­
sists of two stages. The grievance is submitted to the head of the 
organization (squadron, school, directorate, etc.) for decision. If a 
ruling acceptable to the employee is not received at this level, the 
final step involves a decision by the base commander (Commander, 3800th 
M r  Base Wing). The five day maximum processing time also applies to 
each of the steps in the formal procedure. If the grievance is not settled 
during the formal stage, either party may refer the matter to arbitration. 
Article XXV (Arbitration) requires that a request for arbitration must 
be submitted vri.thin 30 calendar days after conclusion of the second stage 
of the formal grievance procedure. A list of five arbitrators will be 
requested from the Federal Mediation and Conciliation Service (FtlCS) with­
in five work days of the request for arbitration. If the parties cannot 
agree upon a person from the list, an alternative striking procedure will 
be used. This selection procedure must be concluded within three work 
days after receipt of the list. If either party refuses to participate 
in the selection procedure or causes undue delay, the FMCS shall be em­
powered to make a direct designation of an arbitrator. The arbitrator’s 
fees and related expenses shall be borne equally by the parties. The
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decision of the arbitrator is binding, however; either party may file 
exceptions to the award with the Federal Labor Relations Council.
Civilian personnel rules and related matters. The contract pro­
visions categorized under this heading generally pertain to civilian 
personnel matters, however; in some instances they overlap with provis­
ions previously described under Work Conditions. Articles VI, VIII,
XI, XII, XIII, XIV, XVIII, XX, and XXII are reviewed in this general 
category. Article VI (Incentive Awards) permits the union to appoint 
two employees to serve as members of the Incentive Awards Committee, in 
full pay status while meeting, provided the meeting occurs during their 
normal duty hours. Article VIII contains 17 sections which provide com­
prehensive coverage of merit promotion plans in effect in the Maxwell- 
Gunter complex. The article requires first consideration be given to 
employees of Maxwell-Gunter and volunteers from other Air Force bases, 
except in those situations where the positions require an Air Force wide 
area of consideration (GS-15 and above), or are subject to Air Force or 
DOD career programs requiring broader areas of consideration. The union 
has the right to provide one msnber of promotion panels, when established. 
This menber will be an equivalent or higher grade than the position being 
considered. Promotion certificates will be limited to the top five candi­
dates. Upon receipt of the certificate, the selecting official will make 
the selection within 10 days and notify those not selected of his reasons. 
Supervisors are charged to advise employees of their weaknesses and actions 
the employee may take to improve promotion potential. Although the arti­
cle recognizes that supervisory positions are outside the bargaining unit, 
in filling supervisory positions where employees of the bargaining unit 
apply, the contract will apply.
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Equal Snployment Opportunity is covered by Article XI. This 
article contains a joint statement of policy on the subject of EEO, in 
which both parties agree not to discriminate based on age, race, color, 
religion, sex or national origin. An EBO Committee is established (con­
sisting of 16 management members and one union member) which will meet 
quarterly to review the Maxwell-Gunter EEO Plan and recommend correct­
ive action. Article XII provides a very general policy statement on 
career development. Basically, the parties agree to encourage employ­
ees to develop their potential for advancement. Management agrees to 
utilize job-related skills gained through self—development efforts and 
make every effort to adjust work schedules to allow participation in 
job-related training.
Article XIII, Reduction in Force, states that the employer will 
notify the union of impending reductions and make every effort to meet 
the new force level through reduced recruiting, reduced promotions, and 
normal attrition actions. Bnployees downgraded as a result of actions 
under this program will be given preferential treatment for reinstate­
ment in their previous grade. In a similar vein. Article XIV, Use of 
Military and Contract Services, expresses an employer obligation to mini­
mize the impact of these actions on the civilian workforce. The enployer 
will consult with the union when contracting duties historically perfom>- 
ed by the unit membership and will offer the union access to contract 
specifications and cost data as appropriate under current laws and di­
rectives.
Under the provisions of Article XVIII, Pay Provisions, the em­
ployee has an option of having his pay mailed to a bank or financial 
institution, the employee's home address, or picking up the check at
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the Accounting and Finance Office, Article XX (Leave) states the pro­
cedure for requesting the various types of leave (sick, annual, leave 
without pay). The article is typical with the exception of a provision 
for leave without pay (LWOP) for employees to serve in a union post.
In that case, an initial request for 30 days I»'JOP must be submitted. 
Approval will be granted, if the services of the employee can be spared.
A second request for the period beyond 30 days may be processed in the 
same manner, and will normally be approved.
The final Article under this category, is XXII, dealing with 
Disciplinary Actions. Disciplinary actions are defined as oral admonish­
ment, reprimands, suspensions, change to a lower grade, or removals or 
reduction in rank. Both parties agree that disciplinary actions must 
be of a constructive nature and be imposed only for just cause. The 
rights of the employee to have a witness present during any discussions 
is elaborated, as are the union’s rights to be present at formal dis­
cussions. The employee has a right to decline union presence or repre­
sentation at any point in disciplinary proceedings.
General provisions. In this concluding area. Articles XXI, XXVI, 
and XXVII are reviewed. Article XXI, Civic Responsibility, contains 
a joint policy statement which encourages voting in all elections, sup­
porting charity and bond campaigns, and serving as blood donors. Eiploy- 
ees are authorized up to four hours, without charge to leave, to donate 
blood. The employer agrees, under the provisions of Article XXVI, Publi­
cizing the Agreement, to furnish copies of the contract to each employee 
within the unit and new employees as they are assigned to the unit.
As noted earlier, Article XXVII, Duration of Agreement, sets the length
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of the contract at three years. However; either party may reopen 
negotiations to amend the contract by giving notice not more than 90 
days or less than 60 days prior to the 18 month anniversary date, or 
negotiations may be reopened at any time by mutual consent of the par­
ties. If neither party serves notice to renegotiate the contract not 
less than 60 days prior to the expiration date, the contract will be 
automatically renewed for three years.
The Status of Current Union-Management Dealings
As has been inferred, and stated previously in this Chapter, 
the relationship existing between local 997 and the Maxwell-Gunter 
complex has been peaceful and relatively constructive. No major pro­
blems existed in the past, nor do any appear to exist at this time.
Both labor and management look to the future with confidence 
that the present state of affairs will continue. Although two situ­
ations developed in 1977 which required close cooperation between 
labor and management, both were handled expeditiously. One of these 
problems arose due to the closure of Craig AFB at Selma, Alabama.
Craig AFB, located approximately 40 miles west of Montgomery, had 
several hundred civilian employees who desired transfers to federal 
installations in the Montgomery area. Craig AFB was also represented 
by an AFGE Local. Local 997 and the Ma»;ell Civilian Personnel Office 
cooperated in the resettlement of these employees. During this same 
period, the Air Force announced a decision to contract out audio-visual 
services and motor pool maintenance and operations. Approximately 60 
bargaining unit employees lost jobs as a result of the implementation 
of this decision. However, labor and management participated to mini­
mize disruption in the workforce.
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In reviewing Local 997* s relationship with Maxwell-Gunter,
Mr. Lanthrip cited the union*s success in gaining a greater voice in 
the general management of the complex, which has resulted in a greater 
understanding of the bases for decisions necessary to administer day- 
to-day affairs. Specifically, he noted that gains had been scored in 
promotion procedures, working conditions, change of work hours, and 
environmental safety. As an overall assessment of the relationship,
Mr. Lanthrip stated that relationships were usually very good with the 
civilian personnel officer, labor relations officer, and the base command­
er. However; he stated that relationships with some lower level super­
visors were difficult at times. In comparison with other federal agen­
cies, Mr. Lanthrip was of the opinion that the Air Force was the easiest 
to deal with, because its approach to labor-management relations was the 
most realistic.
Both the Civilian Personnel Officer, Mr. Martin, and the Labor 
Relations Officer, Mr. Alley, assessed the relationship in much the same 
manner as did Mr. Lanthrip. The relationship was viewed as basically 
good and based upon a shared spirit of bilateralism.
This Chapter has described the Maxwell-Gunter complex, APGE Local 
997, and the existing labor-management relations environment. This de­
tailed treatment of information relative to the setting in which the 
survey data was gathered should provide the reader with greater insights 
into the meaning of the respondents' statements.
In the following Chapter, the responses of Local 997 members and 
non-union members of the Maxwell-Gunter workforce will be reviewed to 
determine why these employees did or did not join the union and their 
perceptions of federal employee unions and officers.
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CHAPTER 17
SURVEY OF SEIFCTED FACTORS IHFIUENCIHG SAPIPLED 
EMPLOYEES TO JOIN OR NOT JOIN 
AFGE LOCAL 997
This Chapter is devoted to the sampling technique, data analysis 
methodology, and the presentation and analysis of the survey findings.
The Chapter concludes with a comparison of the findings of this study 
and Imundo’s findings at Tinker AFB, Oklahoma.
Sample
The concept of this study was first presented to Mr. Kenneth T. 
Blaylock, at that time the 5th District National Vice President, Ameri­
can Federation of Government Employees, in early March, 19?6. Mr. Blaylock 
agreed in principle and advised the author to contact Mr. C.E. lanthrip, 
President, AEGE Local 997 in Montgomery, Alabama as to the feasibility 
of the project. Mr. Lanthrip, after consultation with Mr. Blaylock (now 
National President of AFGE), agreed to participate. In late March, 1976, 
Mr. Joseph Martin and Mr. David Alley, Maxwell AFB Civilian Personnel 
Officer and Labor Relations Officer respectively, agreed to allow the 
author access to necessary data within the Civilian Personnel Office and 
pledged their complete cooperation.
However; Air Force regulations require Headquarters, U.S. Air Force
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approval of all surveys of civiliaji or military personnel. A request 
for approval to conduct this survey was forwarded through appropriate 
channels. A copy of the approval for this survey is included as 
Appendix HI.
AFGE Local 997 is an interdepartmental Local representing en>- 
ployees of the Veterans Administration, Social Security Administration, 
and various other federal agencies, in addition to the Maxwell-Gunter 
complex. Therefore, to insure that only Maxwell-Gunter employees were 
sampled, it was necessary to screen the Local membership file. Local 
997 membership files are maintained in ZIP code sequence. This allows 
the Local to take advantage of bulk mail rates of the Postal Service. 
Screening was not a major problem, since the total monbership was approxi­
mately 1,800, of which approximately 700 were employees of Maxwell-Gunter. 
After careful consideration of the factors involved in sample selection, 
a 30 percent systematized sample of the union msnbers employed at Maxwell- 
Gunter was selected and questionnaires (Appendix l) mailed to the home of 
the selected msnbers on June 21, 1977.
Since the author is an active-duty Air Force officer, it was antici­
pated that a return address reflecting this fact might reduce the quantity 
or quality of the response. To minimize this possibility, the cover let­
ter transmitting the questionnaire to the employee’s home was printed on 
Troy State University, Montgomery, Alabama letterhead and returned to 
that University by postage-paid, self-addressed envelope. The author 
was at that time employed as an adjunct faculty member in the Troy State 
Business Department. Mr. Lanthrip publicized the survey through Local 
membership meetings in April and May, 1977 and in communications with 
stewards.
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In accordance with the conditions specified in the survey appro­
val letter from Headquarters, U.S. Air Force (Appendix IH), it was 
necessary to provide a nor^ -union member questionnaire to all anployees 
in organizations selected for survey within the Maxwell—Gunter compLex.
Organizations having a blue and white-collar mix comparable to 
the overall characteristics of the Maxwell-Gunter workforce and repre­
senting approximately 30 percent of the civilian workforce were selected 
for survey. A list of these organizations and the number of blue and 
white-collar workers assigned is included as Appendix IV. On June 22-23, 
1977, sufficient quantities of the non-union member questionnaires 
(Appendix II) were distributed in the selected organizations to insure 
receipt by all members of the bargaining unit in those organizations. 
Self-addressed, stamped envelopes were provided for return of the ques­
tionnaires to Troy State University.
Data Analysis
Data analysis was performed primarily by converting the question­
naire responses to punched card format and subjecting the data to analy­
sis by use of the CROSSTABS routing of the Statistical Package for the 
Social Sciences Program (SPSS)^ contained in the IBI4 OS/36O computer sys­
tem of the University of Oklahoma.
The nature of the population sampled and the design of the ques­
tionnaires limited the responses to discrete choices in all except two 
questions on each type of questionnaire. Therefore, the shape of the 
frequency distributions is nonparametric. The Chi-square (X^ ) test for 
significance is an excellent test for analyzing discrete, nonparametric 
statistics, because Chi-square makes no assumptions about the shape of
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the distribution. The Chi-square test option of the SPSS program was 
used, with a ,05 level of significance.
Chi—square analysis provides a method by which significant differ­
ences in the responses of the sampled blue and white-collar employees 
(both union and non-union) can be detected. This method provides info3>-
mation to determine if the sampled group’s responses are statistically
2
significant in deviation from an expected frequency distribution.
The general formula for Chi-square is;
^  = (0 - Ef
E
Where; 0 = Observed frequency 
E = Expected frequency 
In order to test the observed frequency, it was necessary to 
construct an expected theoretical frequency. Due to the nature of the 
data, it was in fact necessary to construct two expected theoretical 
frequencies, as follows. First, a distribution was constmcted assuming 
that the total number of responses per question would occur an equal num­
ber of times in each cell (for union and non-union members). The formula 
used is:
§[tolS  I of  ^= F(# of responses per oeU)
Except for question 5» this method was used in analyzing the 
responses of both union and non-union respondents. Question 5 asked 
whether the respondent’s job was classified as wage board or general 
schedule. Since the expected distribution as to wage board or general 
schedule job classification was known from Civilian Personnel Office data, 
the construction was derived from that data for question 5.
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To determine whether a statistically significant response
existed between blue-white collar or union-non-union membership status,
their respective responses were compared for each of the 24 responses
of Part I of the applicable questionnaire. In order to test whether
significant differences existed between the proportional responses of
blue-collar and white-collar members, a null hypothesis was used.
This hypothesis was:
There is no significant difference between the observed and 
expected responses of the sampled blue-collar and white-collar 
union raenbers.
The follovring tabular format was used to test the null hypothesis. 
Blue-Collar and (O)
White-Collar AFGE Observed Expected
Menbers Frequency Frequency
1. Blue-collar 0^ Ej^
2, White-collar Og Eg
Total (N) 0^ Ejj
Based upon the Chi-square formula:
Where: 0 = Observed frequency in each cell 
E = Expected frequency in each cell 
N = Total number of responses 
Expected cell frequencies for the matrix were derived using the 
following formula, based upon Downie and Heath.^
n o
Observed
frequency
Expected
Frequency
A B C E
D E F S
G H I w
M N P T
MR
T
NR
T
PR
T
R
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T T T
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T T T
M N P T
Based upon the Chi-square value obtained, the nun hypothesis
§)f no significant difference between the proportion of observed and
ggpected responses in the blue-conar and white-conar respondents (both
uMon and non-union) was either accepted or rejected. The results of
t^s test ^e  shown at the bottom of each table. The minimum probabnity
yaiue for rejection of the null hypothesis in this study is .05
Part II (Union Attitude Scale) responses were analyzed in the
same manner as Part I responses. Seperate tabular and matrix formats
ÿf^e used for union and non-union employees.
The null hypothesis for testing of these responses was:
There is no significant difference between the observed and 
expected responses of the sampled blue-collar and white- 
epllar respondents.
As a final step in the analysis, the findings revealed in Part I 
of the questionnaire completed by AFGE members was compared with Imundo's 
finings at Tinlcer AFB. The following tabular format was used.
Blue=rCoUar and 
WhitGeCollar 
APSE Members
(0)
Observed
Frequency
(E)*
Expected
Frequency
1, Biue=Çollar
2, h^ite-Collar &
%
* tM.s analysis, the expected frequency (E) was derived from Imundo's 
1971 study at Tinlcer AFB.
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The matrix format described earlier was also used in this situation 
for detection of intergroup statistical significance.
The null hypothesis for testing Maxwell-Gunter responses in compari­
son to the Tinker findings was;
There is no significant difference between the observed responses
of blue-collar and white-collar AFGE members at Maxwell-Gunter and
those of blu^collar and white-collar AFGE members at Tinker (l97l)»
The results of the data analysis were used to test the hypotheses 
formulated for this study. Although previously stated in Chapter I, the 
hypotheses are included below for the reader's convenience.
1. The reasons why the sampled blue-collar and white-collar AFGE 
Local 997 msnbers joined the union are significantly different from the 
reasons why workers in the private sector join unions.
2. The sampled blue-collar and white-collar AFGE Local 997 men- 
bers joined the union for the same reasons.
3. The perception of the sampled blue-collar and white-collar 
AFGE Local 997 menbers of government employee unions is favorable.
4. The perception of the sampled blue-collar and white-collar 
AFGE Local 997 msnbers of government employee unions is the same.
5. The perception of the sampled blue-collar and white-collar 
AFGE Local 997 monbers of government employee union officers is favorable.
6. The perception of the sampled blue-collar and white-collar 
AFGE Local 997 members of government employee union officers is the same.
7. The reasons why the sampled blue-collar and white-collar em­
ployees did not join the AFGE are significantly different from the reasons 
why workers in the private sector did not join unions.
8. The sampled blue-collar and white-collar non-union employees 
declined to join the AFGE for the same reasons.
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9. The perception of government employee unions, of the sampled 
blue-collar and white-collar non-union member anployees is the same,
10. The perception of government employee unions, of the sampled 
blue-collar and white-collar non-union employees who declined to join 
is favorable, but is not as favorable as the perception of union mem­
bers by a significant margin,
11. The perception of the sampled blue-collar and white-collar 
non-union employees of government employee union officers is favorable 
but not as favorable as the perception of union menbers by a significant 
margin.
12. The perception of the sanç>led blue-collar and white-collar 
non-union employees of government employee union officers is the same.
Survey Results. Analysis. 
and Comparisons
In this section, the responses of union members and non-union 
euployees are analyzed by group and a comparison of the group responses 
is presented.
The responses obtained by the 44S useable questionnaires returned 
(132 AFGE members and 316 non-union employees) are believed to be repre­
sentative of the AFGE Local 997 membership and the non-union employees 
of the Maxwell-Gunter complex. Of the 210 questionnaires mailed to 
union menbers, 132 useable questionnaires were returned (62.9 percent 
return rate). Within this AFGE member response, a 57.1 percent return 
rate for blue-collar members and a 68.6 percent return rate for white- 
collar members was recorded. Of the 691 non-union employee question­
naires distributed, 316 useable questionnaires were returned (45.7 percent
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return rate). Within the non-union employee response, the return rate 
for blue-collar employees was 30.4 percent and 59*7 percent for idiite- 
coUar employees.
According to the President of AFGE local 997» attendance at Local 
membership meetings typically ranges from 150 to 200, Since the Maxwell- 
Gunter employee representation in the Local is approximately 700 of the 
1800 total membership, and assuming the I^ axwell-Gunter members attend 
with the same frequency as other sources of membership, it appears that 
approximat^y 82 of the Maxwell-Gunter msnbers would be in attendance at 
the typical meeting. In percentage terms, only 11,7 percent of the mem­
bership might be expected to attend most of the meetings. Inspection of 
the data relative to attendance by the members at Local meetings in 
Table 4*9 of this Chapter reveals that 7.7 percent of the members attend 
between 8 and 12 meetings per year and 81,5 percent attend less than three 
meetings per year. This is believed to be supportive of the represent­
ativeness of the AFGE member response,
A comparison of the age and length of employment data for both 
the AFGE menber and non-union employee responses with known data on the 
Maxwell-Gunter civilian workforce reveals no significant differences b ^  
tween the age of the blue or white-collar AFGE respondents and the general 
workforce characteristics. Using a weighted average of the frequency 
observed in the various age groupings in Table 4.7 and assuming that the 
average age of the over 50 group is 55 years (this appears reasonable 
since the normal retirement point for federal civilian employees is age 
55 and 30 years service), it was determined that the average age of the 
blue-collar AFGE member respondent is 49 years and an average age of the 
white-collar menber of 45.3 years, A comparison of these ages with the
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known average ages of 52.6 and 46 years for blue and white-collar em­
ployees respectively in the workforce reveals that no significant dif­
ferences exists. A similar comparison for the non-union employee re­
spondents revealed that the average ages of blue and white-collar re­
spondents were 4^ .1 years and 42.6 years for blue and white-collar groups 
respectively. No significant difference exists between these ages and 
the known workforce data.
A similar comparison in regards to the length of employment at 
Maxwell-Gunter was performed with the known 17 year average tenure of 
both blue and white-collar workers in the workforce. Chi-square analy­
sis reveals no significant differences in the calculated l6.5 year and
13.06 year average tenure of the blue and white-collar union respondents 
and the known 17 year mean for the workforce. Similarly, the calculated
14.6 year and 10.56 year average tenure of the blue and white-collar 
non-union respondents was not significantly different from the known 
data.
In the first category to be discussed, the responses of members 
of AFGE Local 997 are presented below.
AFGE Monber Responses 
and Analysis
Seidman, London and Karsh^noted that union menbers listed family 
background as a significant influence in their joining a union. Imundo^  
concludes that collective association is a way of life in highly indus­
trialized states. Children bom and raised in a highly industrialized 
environment are exposed to these group values and are therefore more 
inclined to join a union than one whose early childhood was spent in a
115
rural or small town environment where presumably more individualistic
values are prevalent.
In many of the northern and eastern states, highly labor inters
sive industries and major population concentrations have existed for
decades. These same states are also strongholds of unionism. Illinois,
Indiana, Ohio, Michigan, New York, Pennsylvania, West Virginia, and
Missouri all have labor union membership in excess of 30 percent of their
n
non-agricultural workforce membership. In contrast, most of the states 
in the southeastern United States have less than 20 percent manbership 
of their workforce in labor unions. Alabama has a 19.1 percent labor 
union membership. Comparatively, Alabama does not appear to be a pro-
g
union state. In fact, the state has a "right to work" law. These
facts lead one to the conclusion that the Maxwell-Gunter complex would
not be a fertile ground for unionism, if the majority of the sampled
anployees were bom in Alabama. Information obtained from the Maxwell—
Gunter Civilian Personnel Office reveals that 77.6 percent of the blue-
collar workforce and 6S.2 percent of the white-collar workforce was
bom in Alabama. The table below portrays responses to question 1.
TABLE 4.1
WEEÎE YOU BORN IN ALABAI-IA?
(AFGE MEMBER RESPONSE)
Inter Yes No
Group N # io # %
Blue-collar 60 49 81.7 11 18.3
White-collar
Total
22
132
6^
73.5 # m
Chi-square 3*049 Significance Level N.S.
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Intre group
Blue-collar
White-collar
24.06
4.0
Significance Level 
.01 
.05
In the intergroup portion of the table, the expected frequency 
was derived by use of the matrix format as discussed earlier in this 
Chapter. In the intragroup calculations, a uniform theoretical distri­
bution was used (it was assumed that an equal probability for all possi­
ble responses existed). From the information presented above, it must 
be concluded that the sangle is representative of the Maxwell-Gunter 
workforce. A significant difference does not exist between the birth­
place of the blue and whit&-collar menbers. Further, the intragroup 
analysis reveals that the membership (and workforce) is a primarily 
Alabama bom group.
Table 4.2 displays information relative to attending school in 
Alabama (question 2A).
TABLE 4.2
WHILE YOU WEEIE BET>JEEN 7 AND 18 YEARS 
OLD, DID YOU ATTEHD SCHOOL IN ALABAMA?
(AFGE MEMBER RESPONSE)
Inter
Group N
Yes 
# ^
No
# ^
Blue-collar 60 51 85.■ 9 15
White-collar 22 i2 2&2 20 27^
Total 132 103 78 29 22
Chi-square 2.416 Significance Level N.S.
Intragroup Significance Level
Blue-collar 29.4 .01
White-collar 14.22 .01
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The information above indicates that 78 percent of the sampled 
members attended school in Alabama during those years in which their 
basic attitudes toward social institutions were being formulated.
No significant difference existed between blue and whit&-coUar members 
in this regard, however; strong intra-group tendency toward having attend­
ed school in Alabama is present. Given that Alabama has only 19.1 percent 
of its non-agricultural workforce in unions, it is noteworthy that APGE 
Local 997 membership composes approximately 39 percent (700 of 1792) of 
the Maxwell—Gunter bargaining unit.
As noted previously in this Chapter, family background is viewed 
as a significant factor in forming one’s opinion about unions. Children 
whose parents had positive experiences with labor unions are believed to
9
be more prone to establish relationships with unions. The table below 
presents information on the responses of the sampled AFGE manbecs at 
Maxwell-Gunter (question 2B).
TABLE 4.3
WHILE YOU WERE BETWEEN 7 AND 18 YEARS OLD,
DID EITHER OF YOUR PARENTS BELONG TO A LABOR UNION?
(AFGE MEMBER RESPONSE)
Inter
Group N
Yes
# io
No
# ^
Don’t Know
Blue-collar 60 16 26.7 38 63.3 6 10
White-collar
Total
22
130
20 28.6
27.7
42 60_  
80 6175
8
14 10.8
Chi-square 0.162 Significance Level N.S.
Intragroup Significance Level
Blue-collar 26.8 .01
White-collar 24.83 .01
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No significant difference exists between the recorded blue and 
whit&-collar responses. In view of the 19.1 percent participation of 
Alabama residents in labor unions, it is to be expected that a largely 
Alabama bom group of respondents would state that relatively few 27.7 
percent of their parents had belonged to a union.
In keeping with the Seidman, London, and Karsh hypothesis and 
]jnundo*s findings at Tinker (both previously cited) it is e:q)ected that 
these members would report that their family perceived the union as being 
helpful. Table 4.4 contains the responses recorded for question 20.
TABLE 4.4
IF lES, NAS THE UNION HELPFUL?
(AFGE MEEffiER RESPONSE)
Inter
N #
Yes
#
No Don*t Know 
# ^
Blue-collar 17 15 88.2 2 11.8 0 0
White-collar 20 18 22- 0 0 2 10
Total 37 33 89.2 2 5.4 2 5.4
Chi-square 4.056 Significance Level N.S.
Intraerout) Significance Level
Blue-collar 22.17 .01 •
White-collar 27.86 .01
These responses indicate a very strong belief that the union was 
helpful to the parent(s) of the sampled members. This supports Seidman, 
London, and Karsh and is in consonance with Imundo(Tinker).^ ^ There is 
no significant difference between the blue and whit&-coUar responses. 
However; the incidence of the favorable response is almost identical
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among blue and white-collar respondents (88.2 and 90 percent respectively).
Favorable experience with a union during other work situations is 
seen as a positive factor which may motivate an employee to reestablish 
his union affiliation. Question 3 of the questionnaire was designed to 
gather data relative to prior union manbership.
TABLE 4.5
BEFORE YOU BBSAN TO WORK AT MAXtJELL-GUNTER,
DID YOU EVER BELONG TO A UNION?
(AFGE MEMBER RESPONSE)
Inter Yes No
N # #
Blu^collar 58 26 44. S 32 55.1
Whita-collar
Total
a
129
18
44 m i  m
Chi-square 6.997 Significance Level . O3
Intragroun Significance Level
Blue-collar 27.21 .01
White-collar 60.54 .01
As was to be expected from the danographic data previously noted 
in the Maxwell-Gunter union manbership, the majority of the sampled man- 
bers had not previously belonged to a union. However; there was a sig­
nificantly higher proportion of blua-coUar manbers who had some prior 
affiliation with a union. It is interesting to note that the 34.1 per­
cent overall proportion of Local 997 indicating prior union manbership 
is quite comparable to Imundo*s finding of 36 percent of the manbership 
of Local 916 at Tinker indicating prior union association. This was not 
an unexpected finding, since the representation of labor unions in the
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non-agricultural workforces of Alabama and Oklahoma are quite similar 
(19.1 and 15 percent respectively).
There are numerous inferences dn the literature and empirical 
evidence available to the author which seen to indicate that the length 
of tenure in an organization positively influences the probability of 
members joining a union. Question 4 furnished data relative to the 
length of time the sampled members have been enployed at Maxwell-Gunter.
TABLE 4.6
HOW LONG HAVE YOU WORKED AT MAXlffiLL-GUNTER?
(AFGE MEMBER RESPONSE)
Inter
Group
Less than 
5 Years 
N # ^
5-10 
Years 
# ^
11-15
Years
# I0
Over 15 
Years 
# ^
Blue-collar 60 4 6.7 10 16.7 13 21.7 33 55
Whit ^collar 
Total
12
132
18 25
22 IC?
16
tL
22.2 8 11.1 %  
19.7 21 15.9 ^ 47.7
Chi-square 10.624 Significance Level .01
Intraeroun Significance Level
Blue-collar 31.598 .01
White-collar 16.27 .01
There is a significant difference in the length of time blue and 
white-collar union members have been en^loyed at Maxwell-Gunter. The 
length of tenure of blue-collar members is significantly higher. Precise 
information as to the characteristics of the entire Ifexwell-Gunter work­
force was not available, however; it was revealed that the average length 
of time employed for blue and whit&-coUar segments of the population was
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17 years. ^  The data in the table above appears to support this statistic 
in that 55 percent of the blu^coUar respondents and 41.7 percent of the 
whit&-collar respondents have been employed at Maxwell-Gunter for over 
15 years. The data reported above shows that the percentage of blue-collar 
membership increases as does length of time in the organization. The data 
for the white-collar group indicates that those with less than five years 
and those with over 15 years are the most likely to be union nianbers.
This is perhaps due to the same influences as those operating in the blue- 
collar group in the over 15 year group. However; the higher incidence 
of membership at the lower end of the scale (less than 5 years and 5-10 
years) may be a product of a more liberal political philosophy or pre­
disposition toward group action by younger msnbers of the white-collar
class. This higher incidence at the lower end also is in conflict with
12inundo’s findings at Tinker in 1971. inundo found that tenure did in­
crease the probability that the respondent would be a union manber.
Further insight as to the influence of age on the attitudes of 
AFGE msnbers may be obtained from the data in the following table.
TABLE 4.7
HOW OLD ABE YOU?
(AFGE MEÎffiER RESPONSE)
Less Than
Inter 50 30-40 41-50 Over 50
Group N #  jo # 9^ # jo # jo
Blue-collar 6o 2 8.3 11 18.3 8 I3.3 39 65
White-collar 72 8 11.1 6 8.3 34 47.2 24 33.3
Total l'^ 10 "7:^ 17 îâiif ê  ^  4 ^
Chi-square 23.843 Significance Level .01
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2
IntragrouTi X Significance Level
Blue-collar 28,68 • 01
White-collar 29,78 «01
A significant difference does exist between the blu&-coUar and 
white-collar responses. Examination of the data indicates that older 
blu^coUar workers are more inclined to join the APGE than any other 
category. This high (65 percent of the over 50 category) response may 
also be indicative of an AEOE organizing thrust aimed primarily at blu»- 
collar workers when it was initially certified, as the collective bargain­
ing agent. There is some support for this also in that the highest pro­
portional representation of whito-collar manbers is in the 41—50 year 
group. However; it is also evident from this data that the AFGE has 
been more successful in organizing whito-collar workers under 30 years 
of age than the corresponding age group of blue-collar workers. This 
agrees with the responses on tenure (Table 4*6), The finding that the 
greatest representation is in the over 50 group for blue-collar and 
41-50 group for white-collar also appears reasonable since the average
age of blue-collar workers at Maxwell-Gunter is 52,6 years and the aver^ -
no
age age of white-collar workers is 46 years. As an overall assessment 
of this data, several points should be noted. First, since the normal 
retirement point for federal civilian employees is age 55 (assuming they 
have 30 years service), there appears to be an impending wave of retire­
ments among blue-collar workers in the next five years. Secondly, this 
will be closely followed by a similar action in the white-collar union 
membership group. This seans to indicate a substantial loss in terms 
of Local membership since 47.7 percent of the membership is over 50
123
years of age. Finally, an aggressive recruiting campaign will be neces­
sary to sustain the Local at Maxwell-Gxinter. Similar support for the 
belief that AFGE achieved its early success at I'laxwell—Gunter through 
the blue-collar ranks may be found in the responses to question 7.
TABLE 4.8
HOW lOHG HAVE YOU BEEN A M0ffiER OF THE AIMIICAN 
FEDEEIATION OF GOVERNMENT E2-PIÛYEES (AFGE)?
(AFGE MEMBER RESPONSE)
Inter
Grouo N
Less Than 
2 Years 
#
2-5 6 -1 0  
Years Years 
# ^ ^
Over 10 
Years 
# ^
Blue-collar 60 8 1 3 .3 9 15 5 8 .3 38 6 3 .3
White-collar
Total
22
132
8
iZ
11.1
12.1
26
35
2 ^  10 I2i2
2Z3  15 1 1 .4
28
zz 50
Chi-square 1 0 .4 3 4 Significance Level .01
Intragrouo Significance Level
Blue-collar 3 3 .9 4 .01
White-collar 18.2 .01
The null hypothesis must also be rejected in this instance. The 
blue-collar members have been in the union significantly longer than 
their fellow white-collar members. This finding is in accord with the 
length of time employed and age data previously discussed. The relative­
ly greater success of the Local in organizing younger ( and junior in terms 
of tenure) white-collar workers is very evident in the ^ 3 year group,
■ïriiere 36,1 percent of the white-collar response to this question was ob­
served.
The frequency of attendance at union meetings is generally considered
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indicative of the level of commitment to the union. The following table 
presents responses to question 8,
TABLE 4.9
HOW MANY OF THE SCHEDULED MEETINGS OF 
THE AFGE DO YOU A.TTEfID EACH YEAR?
(AFGE MEMBER RESPONSE)
Less
Inter
Grouo N
Than 3
# % #
8-12 
# ^
Blue-collar 58 42 72.4 S 18.8 8 13.8
White-collar 22 88^2 6 2 2.8
Total 130 106 81.5 14 10.8 10 7.7
Chi-square 7.025 Significance Levd. .03
Intrasrouu Significance Level
Blue-collar 40.58 .01
White-collar 100.34 .01
The blue-collar portion of the Local membership is significantly 
more active than the whit ^collar segment. This appears to be generally 
supportive of data previously discussed, in this survey. Due to the intea>* 
departmental nature of Local 997 and the previously noted wide fluctuation 
of attendance at meetings, it is impossible to determine whether this data 
is representative of the entire Local. However; since job classification, 
age, and tenure data are representative of the Maxwell-Gunter workforce, 
it appears reasonable to conclude that this data is representative of 
AFGE members enployed at Maxwell-Gunter.
The survey data discussed, in this Chapter, to this point has
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dealt with the demographic and organizational characteristics and con­
siderations# The next thirteen questions (tables) address various issues 
directly related to why the sampled AFGE manbers joined the AFGE. In 
reviewing the reasons other authors have identified as important in in­
fluencing workers to join unions, various rationales have emerged. Pri­
marily these may be categorized as social, psychological, and economic. 
The data presented in the following table addresses the informal group 
pressure aspect of the social rationale.
TABLE 4.10
DID YOU JOIN THE AFGE BECAUSE 
YOUR FRIENDS VJERE FIEI#EES?
(AFGE FŒMBER RESPONSE)
Inter
Group N
Yes 
# ^
No Don*t Know 
# ^
Blue-collar 59 11 18.6 46 78 2 3.4
White-collar
Total x f m
60
i5^ 80.9
0
2 l 3
Chi-square 2.628 Significance Level N#S#
]htra group Significance Level
Blue-collar 54.05 .01
White-collar 58.17 .01
There is no significant difference between the responses of blue 
and white-collar members to this question. The conclusion may be drawn 
that informal group (social) pressure was not a strong factor influencing 
these members to join. Chamberlin, Bakke, Seidman, London and Karsh, 
Rose, Christrup all found evidence of social pressure on the decision to
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join unions. Chamberlin found social pressure to be the least frequent 
reason given.^ Bakke^^found that the primary goal of workers was the 
satisfaction of the social need for respect of other people. Seidman, 
London, and Karsh^^noted that some manbers indicated that informal group 
pressure played an important part in their decision to join. ■ Rose con­
cluded that social reasons were a very strong factor in motivating an-
17ployees of a union shop to join. Christrup reasoned that since federal 
enployees cannot bargain for economic benefits, social and psychological
reasons must be paramount. 3h. regard to white-collar employees, Snyder 
18and Kassalow observed that there was a perceived loss of individuality 
lAich could be supportive of a greater need for social group support in 
the workplace.
If workers joined due to pressure from friends, this would be
direct evidence of informal group pressure to join. Table 4.11 contains
responses of the sampled members to question 10.
TABLE 4.11
DID YOU FEEL THAT YOU I-JME PRESSURED BY 
YOUR FRIENDS INTO JOININC- THE AFGE?
(AFGE MEMBER RESPONSE)
Inter
GrouTD N
Yes No Don't Know 
#
Blue-collar 59 5 8.5 52 88.1 2 3.4
White-collar 8 11.1 64 88.9 0 o_
Total 131 13 9.9 116 88.5 2 1.5
Chi-square 2,669 Significance Level N.S.
IntraerouT) Significance Level
Blue-collar 78.65 .01
White-collar 101.34 .01
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There is no significant difference in the responses of blue and 
white-collar union manbers on this question. It must be concluded that 
formal group pressure from firiends of the respondents was not a signifi­
cant factor in influencing their decision to join the AFGE,
#
Question 11 was designed to gather data as to the influence of 
other group pressure to join the AFGE,
■ TABLE 4.12
DID YOU FEEL THAT YOU VJERE PRESSURED BY PEOPLE OTHER 
THAN YOUR FRIENDS BITO JOINIIB THE AFGE?
(AFGE MEI-IBER RESPONSE)
Inter
Groun N
Yes
#
No
# ^
Don't Know
Blue-collar 59 8 13,6 51 86,4 0 0
White-collar
Total
62
131
2 2,8 
10 "13
68
119 90,8
2
2
2,8
1.5
Chi-square 6,806 Significance Level .03
Intragroun ± Sisnificance Level
Blue-collar 75.25 ,01
White-collar 121,01 .01
There is a significant difference between the blue and white-collar 
response to this question. The blu^coUar respondents did perceive a 
substantial pressure (compared to that perceived by the whit ^-collar 
respondents) to join the AFGE, Obviously, the exact source of this pres­
sure cannot be determined. However; it is conceivable that union officers 
and shop stewards were able to strongly influence the blue-collar workers. 
From the data presented in response to questions 9» 10, and 11 
(Tables 4.9, 4.10, and 4.H) it does not appear that social group pressure
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(either informal or formal) was a significant source of motivation causing 
the sampled workers to join the AFGE. Only 17.6, 9*9» and 7.6 percent of 
the respondents to each question indicated that this influence was present. 
]h only one instance (were you pressured by other than your friends) was 
there a significant difference between the blue and white-collar responses. 
In this particular case (Table 4.H) the intragroup deviation for the 
blue-collar group was significantly different from a uniform expected dis­
tribution and in a negative direction.
Questions 12 through 21 of the questionnaire distributed to the 
sanç)led AFGE manbers are designed to assess the strength of psychological 
and economic motivations for joining the AFGE. The psychological and 
economic rationales represent the most prevalent positions taken in the 
literature. Specifically in regard to the psychological motivation, ques­
tions 14, 15, l6, 17, 18, and 19 are directly relevant. The next two
questions to be discussed (12 and 13) are more general in nature and ad­
dress both psychological and economic motivation.
TABLE 4.13
DID YOU JOIN THE AFGE BECAUSE YOU BELIEVE
THAT IT CAN HELP YOU PERSONALLY?
(AFGE MEt-ÎBEa RESPONSE)
Inter
Group N
Yes No Don't Know
Blue-collar 60
Nhite-collar J2
Total 132
58 96.7
^  II- 
112 84.8
2 3.3
10 llil 
12 9.1
8
8
Chi-square 12.49 Significance Level .01
129
Intragroup
Blue-collar
Whitfr-coUar
j r
108.4
5 6 . 3 4
Significance Level 
.01 
.01
There is a significant difference in the responses of the blue
and white-collar respondents to this question. However; both groups
expressed a strong positive sentiment and appear very strongly convinced
that the union can help them personally. This is in accordance with
Chamberlin*s^ f^inding that a "results" motivation was paramount, Eose*s^^
finding that "for my own benefit" was second only to "had to — work in
21a union shop", and Walker and Guest’s finding that the union was a psycho*
22logical bulwark against pace and boredom of the workplace. Bain noted 
that white-collar workers value trade unions and join them not so much 
to obtain economic benefits as to be able to control more effectively 
their work situation.
In a similar vein, question I3 addressed the belief in the pur­
poses of labor unions.
TABIE 4.14
DID YOU JOIN THE AFGE BECAUSE YOU BEUEFE 
IN THE PURPOSES OF LABOR UNIONS?
(AFGE MEMBER RESPONSE)
Inter
Group N
Yes No Don’t Know
Blue-collar 59 55 93.2 4 6.8 0 0
White-collar 
Total 131
Chi-square 12.628
105 80.2
là
18 13.7
8
8 %
Significance Level .01
130
Intragroup 
ELue-coUar 
VIhit ©-collar
±
94.05
43.01
Significance Level 
.01 
.01
There is a significant difference between the blue and white- 
collar responses to this question. However; both groups strongly be­
lieve in the purposes of labor unions. The significance lies in the pro- 
portionatriy stronger positive response of the blue-collar group. The 
purpose of a union is obviously subject to numerous interpretations by 
the individual respondent. However; in view of the findings of Chamberlin, 
Rose, and Walker and Guest, it appears that the purpose lies in the eco­
nomic or psychological realm. This is especially true since the responses 
given in regard to joining for social reasons were so weak,
TABLE 4.15
BEFORE JOINING THE AEGE, DID YOU FEEL THAT MANAGEMENT 
had been unfair in dealing ÎCETH WORKERS?
(AFGE MEMBER RESPONSE)
Inter
Group N
Yes 
# ^
No Don't
# . .
Know
io
Blu©-coUar 69 40 67.8 12 20.3 7 11.9
White-collar 22 Jhl 8 11.1 8 11.1
Total 131 9^ 73.3 20 15.3 15 11.5
Chi-square 2.265 Significance; Level N.S.
Intragroup ± . Significancei Level
Blue-collar 31.65 .01
White-collar A1.51 .01
There is no significant difference in the responses of the blue
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and white-collar respondents, however; both feel fairly strongly that 
managenent had been unfair prior to their joining the AFGE. It is note­
worthy that the white-collar response is stronger in this direction than 
the blue-collar response. The response of both groups is a strong indi­
cation that a feeling of psychological insecurity motivated the manbers 
to join. Additional support for this statement may be found in the re­
sponses to question 15 in the following table.
TABLE 4.16
BEFORE JOINim THE AFGE, DID YOU FEEL THAT MAUAIMENT 
WOULD NOT PAY ATTENTION TO I'JHAT WORKERS HAD TO SAY?
(AFGE tŒMBER RESPONSE)
Inter
Group N
Yes 
# ^
• No 
# 9G
Don’t
#
Know
____
ELue-collar 59 38 64.4 14 23.7 7 11.9
White-collar
Total
22
131
72^
90 68I7
16 22.2 
30 22.9
k
11 8.4
Chi—square 1.858 Significance Level N.S.
Intrasroup Significance Level
Blue-collar 26.45 .01
White-collar 52.01 .01
•
As was true in the preceding, but similar, question no significant 
difference exists between the blue and white-collar responses. However; 
both groups give evidence that the membership is firmly convinced of the 
value of union representation and psychological protection. It is interest­
ing to note that the white-collar group felt even more strongly in this 
regard than the blue-collar group. Prior to I969 it was commonly believed
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that white-collar workers were fundamentally different from their blue- 
collar brothers. Snyder, Bain, and Vogel all found evidence that psycho­
logical motivations were becoming increasingly important to the white- 
collar class of workers.
Questions l6 and 17 address the issue of whether the AFGE had had 
an impact on the nature of labor-management relations at the organizational 
as well as the personal level. The response to question l6 is contained 
in the table below.
TABLE 4.17
SINCE THE AFGE HAS BEEN THE EXCLUSIVE BARGAINING 
AGENT FOR I^ AXl'ELL-GUNTER EI-IPIOYEES, HAS 
MANAGEMENT TREATED THE EMPLOYEES MORE FAIRLY? ’
(AFGE MEMBER RESPONSE)
Inter
Group N
Yes 
# ^ #
No
fo... . . . . .
Don't Slow
# . .
Blue-collar 59 42 71.2 9 15.3 8 13.6
White-collar
Total x f 79 603
IS
24
20. S 
18.3
20 2%^ 
28 21.4
Chi-square 5.726 Significance Level N.S.
Intraeroup Sienificance Level
Blue-collar 37.45 .01 '
White-collar 11.09 .02
No significant difference exists between the blue and whit ^collar 
responses. The same positive response in regard to the impact of the 
union is present in this case. The blue-collar response is somewhat strong­
er in this regard.
The relatively large "Don*t Know" response may be attributable to a
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considerable number of manbers who have entered the Maxwell-Gunter work­
force after the AFGE was certified as the collective bargaining agent. 
Data on the perception that the union gets better treatment for the in­
dividual is contained in the following table (question 17).
TABIE 4.18
SINCE YOU JOINED THE AFGE, DO YOU FEEL THAT MANAGEI-IENT 
PAYS MORE ATTENTION TO mAT YOU HAVE TO SAY?
(AFGE MEMBER RESPONSE)
Inter
Group N
Yes No Don*t Know 
#
Blue-collar 60 38 63.3 18 30 4 6.7
White-collar % 40.8 2% ]8 11 21.1
Total 131 51.1 45 34.4 19 14.5
Chi-square 8.514 Significance Level .01
Intragroup Significance Level
Blue-collar 29.2 .01
White-collar 4.79 N.S.
A significant difference exists between the blue and white-collar 
responses. The blue-collar members appear strongly convinced that the 
union has had a significant impact upon the relationship between their 
group and management. The white-collar member, as a group, did not ex­
press a significantly different opinion. There are several possible 
e:q)lanations for this. Due to the relatively shorter length of employ­
ment of a considerable number of white-collar workers (Table 4.6), it 
is possible they do not have a meaningful base for comparison. It is 
also possible that the nature of subjects negotiated and the degree of
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vigor of union action in selected areas have combined to yield a greater 
impact in blue-collar related matters. Further, it is conceivable that 
the white-collar group is more psychologically secure and perceives less 
need for union representation.
Questiohs 18 and 19 are designed to determine whether the members 
brieve that the Civil Service Commission protects the rights of individu 
1,1 ai government employees and whether the CSC should be discontinued.
Since one of the purposes of the CSC is to protect the rights of govern­
ment employees, it should be perceived by the employees as providing 
essentially the same type of psychological security as the union. Sub­
stantially negative responses to questions 18 and 19 would indicate 
that the CSC is not performing this major purpose and is not providing 
a significant level of psychological security for the employees.
TABLE 4.19
DO YOU FEEL THAT THE CIVIL SERVICE COI^ TESSION PROTECTS 
THE RIGHTS OF INDIVIDUAL GOVERNI^ ÎENT ©IPLOYEES?
(AFGE M^EER RESPONSE)
Inter
Groun N
Yes
#
No 
.. ^ ...
Don't Know 
#
Blue-collar 59 28 47.5 25 42.4 6 10.2
White-collar
Total
11
131 4^ 35.1 71 54.2
8
14
11.1
10.7
Chi-square 7.454 Significance Level .02
Ihtraerouo Significance Level
Blue-collar 14.25 .01
White-collar 32.34 .01
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A significant difference exists between the blue and white-collar 
union members on this issue. The bluo-coUar group is of the opinion 
that the Civil Service Commission protects their rights, while the white- 
collar members express a strong opinion that they are not receiving suit­
able protection. The indication is that the white-collar group perceives 
a much stronger need for representation by the union in federal personnel 
and administration matters.
TABLE 4.20
DO YOU FEEL THAT THE CIVIL SERVICE SYSTEM 
SHOULD BE DISCONTINUED?
(AFGE MEMBER RESPONSE)
Inter
Group N
Yes No 
# ^
Don*t Know 
# ^
Blue-collar 58 2 3.4 48 82.8 8 13.8
White-collar
Total
22
130
6 8 ^  
8 ZTz 98
ÉSzà
75.4
l6
24
22.2
18.5
Chi-square 3.237 Significance Level N.S.
Intraeroup Significance Level
Blue-collar 65.84 .01
White-collar 44.34 .01
Contrary to the finding in Table 4.19, no significant difference 
exists between blue and white-collar responses to question 19. Both 
groups expressed a strong opinion that the Civil Service Commission should 
not be discontinued. Comparison of the strength and direction of the 
responses to these two questions indicate that the sampled members express 
substantial concern that the Civil Service Commission does not adequately
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protect the rights of individual employees. However; it does appear to 
offer a significant amount of protection. This is evidenced by the 
responses in Table 4.19.
The responses to questions 14 through 21, when considered in the 
aggregate, lead to the conclusion that the sampled employees do perceive 
the union as providing a significant amount of psychological protection. 
The conclusion must be drawn that the psychological motivation was a 
strong reason for these employees joining the union.
The third major reason identified in this study for employees 
joining unions relates to the general economic issue. Questions 21 and 
22 are designed to gather data relative to the importance of this factor 
to the sampled APGE members.
TABLE 4.21
DO YOU FEEL THAT MEMBERSHIP IN THE AFGE IS THE BEST WAY 
TO QET WAGE AND FRINIE BENEFIT INCREASES FROM THE GOVERNMENT?
(AFGE MH-IBER RESPONSE)
inter
Groun N
Yes No Don*t Know
Blue-collar 59 49 83.1 5 8.5 5 8.5
White-collar
Total
12
129
M  Mil 
95 7376
8 11^  
13 10.1
16
21 m
Chi-square
IhtrasrouTD
ELue-coUar
5.652
64.55
Significance Level 
Significance Level 
.01
N.S.
White-collar 34.91 .01
Both blue and white-collar members voice a strong opinion that
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AFGE membership is the best way to obtain economic benefits. The whit&- 
coUar group was not as strong in a positive direction, however; a clear 
majority is evident. The overall 73*6 percent positive response to this 
question, coupled with the 80.2 percent overall positive response in 
Table 4*14 (did you join the AFGE because you believe in the purposes of 
labor unions) leads to the conclusion that there is a strong indication 
the sampled members view the union as a means of obtaining greater economic 
benefits and joined for that reason.
TABLE 4.22
DO YOU BELIE7E THAT THE AFGE, ACTIHG FOR YOU, SHOULD BARGAIN 
WITH MANAGHffiNT TO GET WAGE AND FRINGE BENEFIT INCREASES?
(AFGE MEMBER RESPONSE)
Inter
Group N
Yes 
# ^
No Don’t Know
Blue-collar 59 54 91.5 2 3.4 3 5.1
White-collar
Total
Ü
130 IÏ6 89.2 I H I
Chi-square 0.616 Significance Level N.S.
Intraeroup Significance Level
Blue-collar 88.45 .01
White-collar 91.88 .01
The data above lend further credence to the proposition that the 
sampled AFGE manbers joined for economic reasons. Although federal em­
ployee unions cannot engage in direct negotiations with federal authori­
ties on economic issues, these members e^ qjress an overwhelming opinion 
that such negotiations should occur.
13S
The data reviewed in this Chapter to this point clearly indicates
that psychological and economic motivations for joining unions anerge as
the major reasons for these manbers joining unions. The strength of
their conviction as to asserting themselves through a strike, if necessary,
to obtain these psychological and economic benefits is of interest to
academicians and federal administrators. As noted in Chapter I, federal
employees have indicated an increasing willingness to engage in walkouts,
23strikes, sloiTdowns and other measures in recent years. Questions 22 and 
23 are designed to assess the inclination of AFGE Local 997*s membership 
to engage in a strike if sufficient justification existed.
TABLE 4.23
DO YOU FEEL, T'JHEN ALL ELSE FAILS, GOVEEÎNMEIilT EMPLOYEES 
SHOULD BE ALIOVJED TO GO ON STRIKE THE SAÆ AS WORKERS 
OUTSIDE OF GOVERNÎ-IENT ARE ALLOI'JED TO STRIKE THEIR EMPLOYERS?
(AFGE MEMBER RESPONSE)
Inter
Groun N
Yes No Don’t Know 
# ^
Blue-collar 59 28 47.5 26 44.1 5 8.5
White-collar
Total a 2L iiM59 45 51 38.9 1621 22.2TT"
Chi-square 4.69 Significance Level N.S.
Ihtrasroun Significance Level
Blue-collar 16.25 .01
White-collar 4.75 N.S.
A significant difference between the blue and white-collar responses 
to this question does not exist. However; 45 percent of the sampled members 
do brieve they should be allowed to strike, as a last resort tactic.
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The hluô-çpllsr member is slightly in favor of a right to strike, with 
relatively few being undecided (8.5 percent). The white-collar group 
is also in favor of a strike right, with 22.2 percent undecided. The 
overall response indicates the positive and negative sentiment in re­
gard to the strike issue is fairly close, with a substantial (l6 per­
cent) of the sampled employees being undecided. This is interesting 
çonsidering the prohibition'against strikes in the federal sector and 
the traditional conservatism associated with a southern bom and educated 
workforce.
TABLE 4.24
IF THE AFGE CALLED A STRIKE, BECAUSE OF A PROBLEM WITH 
MANAGEMENT, WOULD YOU GO OUT ON STRIKE?
(AFGE MEMBER RESPONSE)
Inter
Groun N
Yes
#
No Don*t Know 
# %
ELue-collar 59 28 47.5 18 30.5 13 22
White-collar
Total 130
17 2 ^  
45 43 33.1
^  A M  
42 32.3
Chi-square S. 89 Significance Level .01
Ihtrasroun Significance Level
ELue-collar 5.85 N.S.
White-collar 3.12 N.S.
Th^e is a significant difference between the blue and white- 
OOllar response to this question. However; significant deviation from a 
theoretical distribution within either the blue or white-collar group 
#4 not e?d.st. It is interesting to note that the same (47.5) percentage 
Q? bluO"Collar workers indicated they would go on strike as indicated they
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should have a strike right. The total response (of both groups) to this 
question is almost equivalent to a uniform distribution. This appears 
to indicate relatively strong opinions in favor of and against the strike 
issue, with a sufficient number of "undecided" who could cast very de­
cisive votes in a critical situation. This leads to the conclusion that 
the actual decision to strike would depend upon the nature and degree of 
importance associated with a given labor-management situation.
Although the primary motivations (social, psychological, and 
economic) were addressed by questions in the survey instrument, it was 
fd-t that a question which allowed the respondent an opportunity to ex­
press other sources of motivation for joining the AIX3-E was necessary.
The responses to this question are shown in the following table,
TABLE 4,25
THE I4AIN REASON THAT I JOINED THE AEGE WAS:
(AFGE MaiBER RESPONSE)
Generalized Reasons
1, Better representation by the union, (Psychological and economic)
2, Civil Service is run by people and people don*t always follow the 
law, (Psychological)
3, The union is the only real way for a government employee to grieve, 
(Psychological)
4, Hnployees should support their union because it protects than and 
gets economic benefî.ts, (Psychological and economic)
Reasons
1 2  3 4
Grouc___________N ^ ^______
Blue-collar 23 7 30,4 4 17,4 3 13,1 9 39.1
White-collar
Total 55 20 36,4 9 16,3 10 18,2 15 29,1
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Chi-square 2,369 Significance Level N*S*
No significant difference exists between the blue and white-collar 
responses to this question. The generalized reasons used to categorize 
the data were synthesized from the actual narrative responses provided 
by the respondents. As was true in other questions, no indication was 
given of a social motivation for joining the union. The two most preva­
lent responses (numbers 1 and 4) support generalized psychological and 
economic reasons for joining or supporting unions. Reasons 2 and 3 adr- 
dress a psychological need on the part of the respondents. Reason 2 is 
further confirmation of the previously expressed lack of faith in the 
Civil Service Commission* 5 obligation to protect the rights of employees. 
Reason 3 appears indicative of a basic lack of confidence by individual 
members in their own ability to pursue their grievances with managonent. 
Even though only 55 (41*7 percent) of the respondents completed this 
narrative question, the pattern of responses clearly follow the rationales 
indicated by other questions.
To conclude Part I of the questionnaire, question 25 gave the r ^  
spondents an opportunity to express any other opinions or sentiments.
Only 25 of the I32 respondents provided an answer to this question. The 
responses were grouped into generalized statements, with the frequency 
observed as indicated in Table 4*26 on the following page, Conments 1 
and 2 are supportive of the psychological and economic rationales for 
joining the APGE, Although the frequency of response to this question 
precluded an assessment of the level of significance, 64 percent of the 
total comments obtained by this question are in support of comments 1 
and 2,
1A2 
TABLE 4.26
IS THERE ANYTHING ELSE THAT YOU MGHT TELL 
ME THAT ffiGHT BE HELPFUL?
(AFGE MEtffiER RESPONSE)
Frequency Observed 
Comment Blu&-collar VJhite-collar
1. Administration of the Civil Service 3 7
Systan at base level is controlled
by those who favor a selected few.
2. Unions are responsible for most 2 4
gains in wages, fringes, and the
protection of rights.
3. AFGE will not back its members 1 1
consistently.
4. Union demands are excessive. 2 0
5. Miscellaneous pro-union statments. ^ 2
Total 11 14
The responses to the 25 questions of Part I of the questionnaire 
mailed to the homes of the union members have been presented and analyzed 
in the preceding portion of this Chapter. To gain insights into the in>- 
pressions or perceptions of these same AFGE manbers in regard to govern­
ment anployee unions and the officers of these unions. Part II of the 
questionnaire (Appendix l) was utilized. The responses to this Part are 
included in Table 4.2? on the following pages. The respondent was asked 
to indicate "Yes" if the woixis or statement described unions or union 
officers as he or she saw than, "No" if the statement did not describe 
the subject, and to select "?" if the respondent was undecided or did 
not know.
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TABLE 4.27
UNION ATTITUDE SCALE 
(PART II)
(ATOE MEMBER RESPONSE)
Observed
Frequency
Significance
Levd.
Unions: Yes No
Don’t
Know
Chi-
souare
Intra
Group
Inter
Group
1, Help people in 
trouble
109 5 14 0.559 N.S.
Blue-collar 47 3 6 64.77 .01
White-collar 62 2 8 90.99 .01
2, Are democratic 99 10 23 3.109 N.S.
Blue-collar 47 6 7 54.7 .01
White-collar 52 4 16 51.998 .01
3. Hold back progress 5 106 21 14.783 .01
Blue-collar 5 52 3 76.9 .01
White-collar 0 54 18 40.0 .01
4. Have too much 
power
8 98 26 1.072 N.S.
Blue-collar 4 42 14 38.8 .01
White-collar 4 56 12 65.332 .01
5. Are good for 
workers
10? 12 11 6.670 .05
Blue-collar 54 5 1 87,1 .01
White-collar 55 7 10 60.246 .01
6, Dues and fees are 
too high
20 83 29 0.323 N.S.
ELue-collar 8 39 13 27.7 .01
White-collar 12 44 16 25.332 .01
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Observed
Frequency
Significance
Level
Unions: Yes No
Don't
Know
Chi-
souare
Intra
Group
Inter
Group
7. Force people to 
join who don't 
want to
9 n o 13 3.142 N.S.
ELue-collar 5 52 3 76.9 .01
White-collar 4 58 10 72.998 .01
8. Make trouble 7 n o 15 2.667 N.S.
ELue-collar 4 52 4 76.87 .01
White-collar 3 58 n 73.582 .01
9. Are useless 5 n s 9 0.964 N.S.
ELue-collar 3 54 3 86.78 .01
White-collar 2 64 6 100.46 .01
10. Keep managenent 
honest
79 17 36 7.565 .05
ELue-collar 39 n 10 27.124 .01
White-collar 40 6 26 24.434 .01
11. Keep people from 
getting pushed 
around
91 10 31 4. 4O8 N.S.
Blue-collar 46 5 9 51.232 .01
White-collar 45 5 22 33.66 .01
12. Are corrupt 7 94 31 4.303 N.S.
ELue-collar 5 45 10 47.556 .01
White-collar 2 49 21 77.955 .01
13. Are benevolent 35 47 47 2.899 N.S.
ELue-collar 12 25 21 4.593 N.S.
White-collar 23 22 26 0.367 N.S.
U5
Unions: Yes
Observed Significance
Frequency Level
Don't Chi— Intra Inter
No Know square Group Group
14. Are violent 8 107 16 2.3 N.S.
ELue-collar 5 50 5 67.566 .01
White-collar 3 57 11 71.908 .01
15. Are necessary in 94 
most organizations
16 22 19.786 .01
Blue-collar 53 6 1 82.277 .01
White-collar 4L 10 21 20.542 .01
16. Are radical 12 102 18 4.541 N.S.
ELue-collar 6 50 4 67.575 .01
White-collar 6 52 14 50.407 .01
17. Are worthwhile 103 18 11 6.558 .05
ELue-collar 51 8 1 74.356 .01
White-collar 52 10 10 48.992 .01
18. Protect jobs 101 12 19 1.371 N.S.
ELue-collar 46 7 7 50.749 .01
White-collar 55 5 22 61.191 .01
Union Officers?
19. Are honest 69 7 42 12.35 .01
Blue-collar 34 7 13 22.33 .01
White-collar 35 0 29 12.594 .01
20. Are hardworking 88 7 26 3.277 N.S.
ELue-collar 42 5 9 41.994 .01
White-collar 46 2 17 46.197 .01
U6
Observed
Frequency
Significance
Level
Union Officers: Yes No
Don’t
Know
Chi-
souare
Intra
Grouo
Inter
Grouo
21. Are crooks 8 90 23 6.062 .05
Blue-collar 7 40 9 36.689 .01
White-collar 1 50 14 59.494 .01
22. Are helpful 96 7 18 14.577 .01
Blue-collar 46 7 3 60.484 .01
White-collar 50 0 15 40.127 .01
23. Are high-livers 17 56 47 9.869 .01
Blue-collar 12 29 14 9.418 .01
White-collar 5 27 33 20.067 .01
24. Are up-to-date 83 19 17 0.071 N.S.
Blue-collar 37 9 8 30.11 .01
White-collar 46 10 9 41.026 .01
25. Are effective 82 15 23 1.645 N.S.
Blue-collar 37 9 9 28.512 .01
White-collar 45 6 14 39.18 .01
26, Ask advice from 
monbers
62 24 33 4.877 N.S.
Blue-collar 30 14 10 12.443 .01
White-collar 32 10 23 11.294 .01
27. Make too much 
money
14 54 52 8.729 .01
Blue-collar. 9 30 16 12.474 .01
White-collar 5 24 36 22.559 .01
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Observed
Frequency
Significance
Level
Union Officers: Yes No
Don*t
Know
Chi-
souare
Intra
Grouo
Inter
Grouo
28, Are arrogant 5 86 29 0.417 N.S.
Blue-collar 2 4L 12 44.771 .01
White-collar 3 45 17 42.227 .01
29, Are dependable 81 12 28 12.613 .01
ELue-collar 43 8 5 49.665 .01
White-collar 38 4 23 26.806 .01
30, Are opinionated 32 45 43 1.205 N.S.
Blue-collar 15 23 17 1.89 N.S.
White-collar 17 22 26 1.883 N.S.
31, Are efficient 73 14 33 0.957 N.S.
Blue-collar 36 6 13 26.876 .01
White-collar 37 8 20 19.605 .01
Part n  is divided into two sections. The first (questions 1 
through 18) gathers data relative to the union as an institution and 
characteristics which directly affect the menber, while the second section 
(questions 19 through 2l) is designed to determine the menber*s assess­
ment of union officers. The response to each question was analyzed in 
the same manner used for the questions in Part I of the questionnaire.
In assessing the responses of the sampled members, it should be 
noted that the test of intergroup significance compares the blue-collar 
and white-collar responses to a matrix derived distribution, while the 
intragroup significance level indicated in the table results from a 
comparison against a uniform theoretical distribution, A "Yes" response
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to questions 1, 2, 5, 10, U, 13, 15, 17, and 18 indicates a favorable 
impression while a "No" response to questions 3, 4, 6, 7, 8, 9, 12, 14, 
and l6 indicates a favorable impression.
In the responses to the first 18 questions, regarding govern­
ment employee unions, a ,01 intragroup level of significance for blue 
and white-collar respondents was recorded for each question. This is 
strongly supportive of a conclusion that both blue and white-collar 
members view the union as an institution which is of great value to then 
personally and is achieving the objectives they brieve appropriate for 
the union. Questions 1, 5, 10, 11, 13, 15, 17, and 18 are generally 
supportive of psychological and economic rationales for the existence of 
labor unions and generally appear to support the conclusion arrived at 
from Part I data that these employees joined for psychological and economic 
reasons. Significant differences between the blue and white-collar respon­
ses were recorded for questions 3, 5, 10, 15, and 17. Inspection of the
data relevant to these questions reveals that a substantially large "Don't 
üiow" response by the white-collar group was responsible for this difference 
in every case.
In regard to impression of union officers, the data for questions 
19 through 31 were similarily reviewed. A positive of "Yes" response to 
questions 19, 20, 22, 24, 25, 26, 29, and 31 indicates a favorable impres­
sion. A negative or "No" response to 21, 23, 27, 28, and 30 similarily
indicates a favorable impression. A significant response (at the .01 
level) was recorded for blue and white-collar respondents to each ques­
tion in this section pertaining to union officers, except for question 30. 
Significant differences were detected between the blue and white-collar
149
responses to questions 19, 21, 22, 23, 27, and 29. As was found in the 
investigation of the differences in this regard relating to the impres­
sion of government anployee unions, these differences on each .question 
were attributable to a proportionately larger ”Don*t Know" response by 
the white-collar group.
The data provides very strong support for the conclusion that 
both the sampled blue and white-collar manbers have a favorable impres­
sion of government employee union officers. The questions posed in re­
gard to these union officers addressed the concepts of efficiency, 
effectiveness, integrity, and public image. In all of these concepts, 
a clear majority indicated a very positive image.
In summary, this investigation into the reasons these federal 
©nployees joined the union leads the author to the conclusion that 
psychological and economic motivations were strong and that no signifi­
cant evidence for a social motivation was found. Further, these members 
hold a very favorable impression of federal employee unions and their 
officers.
Non-Union Employee Responses 
and Analysis
The analysis of the non-union member responses in the following 
part of this Chapter is designed to provide insights into why these 
employees have not joined a union, distinguish important differences 
between the union member and non-union member segments of the Maxwell— 
Gunter workforce, and to assess the impressions of these non-union mon- 
bers regarding federal employee unions and their officers. VJhere appro­
priate, findings in the union menber population will be compared with
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non-union employee responses. The non-union employee data was gathered 
by use of the confidential questionnaire (Appendix II) as described in 
Chapter I.
As previously discussed in this Chapter, family background and 
early life experiences are believed to be highly important in formulating
2ii.one’s attitudes toward unions. The expectation emerges that since
Alabama is a "right to work" state, the majority of workers bom and
educated in Alabama would not be inclined to join or favor union activity.
The following table presents data as to whether the sampled non-union
ençloyees were bom in Alabama.
TABLE 4.28
WERE YOU BORN IN ALABAMA?
(NON-UNION EÎ-IPLOYEE RESPONSE)
Inter
Grouo N
Yes
0^
No
Blue-collar 100 66 66 34 34
White-collar
Total
216 126
192 608
22 ^  
124 39.2
Chi-square 1.378 Significance Level N*S«
Intraerouo Significance Level
Blue-collar 10.24 .01
White-collar 6.0 .02
No significant difference exists between the blue and white-collar 
responses, A majority of both blue and white-collar respondents were 
bom in Alabama. However; a lower percentage of the non-union members 
(60»8 percent) were bom in Alabama than the union members (73*5 percent. 
Table 4.1).
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TABLE 4.29
WHILE YOU WERE BETI-JEEN 7 AND 18 YEARS OID, 
DID YOU ATTEND SCHOOL IN ALABAMA? 
(NON-UNION MPLOYEE RESPONSE)
Inter
Groun N
Yes
# IS
No
Blue-collar 100 71 71 29 29
Whit ^collar 
Total
216
2 %
m
220 ^.9
É2 2L
96 30.4
Chi-square 0.053 Significance Level N.S*
Intraeroup Significance Level
Blue-collar 17.64 .01
White-collar 31.12 .01
The blue and white-collar responses to this question are practically 
the same. A slightly higher percentage attended school in Alabama than 
were bom in the state. This was also true of the union members (73.5 
percent were bom in Alabama and 78 percent attended school there). A 
Chi-square analysis of the differences in the union and non-union responses 
to being bom in Alabama or attending school there was performed and no 
significant differences were detected.
Following the line of reasoning previously developed to the effect 
that family background, early life experiences, and education influence 
one's attitude toward unions, the expectation arises that few of the non­
union employees would have come from a "union" family.
Data relative to the employee's parent(s) participation in union 
activity is contained in Table 4.3O on the following page.
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TABLE 4.30
WHILE YOU VffiRE BETI-JEEU 7 AND 18 YEARS OLD, DID 
EITHER OF YOUR PARENTS BELONG TO A UNION? 
(NON-UinON Et^ iPLOYEE RESPONSE)
Inter
Groun N
Yes
. #. .
No 
# ^
Don't Know
. # . #.
Blue-collar 100 21 21 61 61 18 18
White-collar AS 18.6 S i 22. 8.8
Total 315 61 19.4 217 37 11.7
Chi-square 6.404 Significance Level .04
Intragroup Significance Level
Blue-collar 34.94 .01
White-collar 135.45 .01
A significant difference exists between the blue and white-collar 
response. The percentage of both groups indicating a positive response 
are essentially the same, however; the "No" response by the white-collar 
group is substantially larger. The responses to this question were con>- 
pared to the corresponding response by the sampled union members and no 
statistically significant difference was recorded.
The responses of those indicating "Yes" in response to the question 
above were analyzed in Table 4.31, on the following page. No significant 
difference exists in the response in Table 4»31» However; the data re­
flects that a significant majority of both blue and whit ^collar respon­
dents did perceive their parents' experience with the union as being 
favorable. This is evidenced by the intragroup analysis which is signifi­
cant at the .01 level in both cases. Comparing the union member response 
to this data, no significant difference between the groups was detected.
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TABLE 4.31
IF ÏES, WAS THE UNION HELPFUL? 
(NOlt-UNION H-IPLOYEE RESPONSE)
Inter
Groun N
Yes
#
No Don’t Know
Blue-collar 21 14 66.7 4 19 3 14.3
White-collar
Total 59
B2.
43 72.9
A 1 0 4  i  
8 1376 8 1376
Chi—square 0.909 Significance Level N.S.
Intraeroun Significance Level
Blue-collar 10.58 .01
White-collar 30.84 .01
comparing the union member and non-union employee responses to 
being bom in Alabama, attending school in that state, and their parents 
esqjerience with unions, it must be concluded that these factors are not 
significant in regard to whether the respondent joined the union. The 
following table reflects data gathered by question 3 of the questionnaire.
TABLE 4.32
BEFORE YOU BBOAN TO WORK AT MAXWEIIr-GUNTER,
DID YOU EVER BELONG TO A UNION?
(NON-UNION H-IPLOYEE RESPONSE)
Inter Yes No
Groun N # # I0 . . . .  _
Blue-collar 100 26 26 74 74
White-collar 216 21 183
Total 3Ï& 59 18.7 257 81. 3
Chi-square 4.493 Significance Level .03
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Intra group Significance Level
ELue-collar 23.04 .01
White-collar 104.17 .01
A significantly higher proportion of blu^collar respondents had 
been union monbers prior to joining the Ifexwell—Gunter workforce. No 
data is available in this survey as to their assessment of that experi­
ence in terms of whether they perceived it to be beneficial. However; 
a comparison of the data in this table with the data for union monbers 
indicates that a significantly higher proportion of union members indi­
cated previous union experience. This could be interpreted as meaning 
these nor^union members did not perceive their prior affiliation with 
the union as being beneficial.
Question 4 provided data shown in the following table on the 
length of time the sampled nonr-union employees have worked at Maxwell- 
Gunter.
TABLE 4.33
HOW LONG HAVE YOU WORKED AT MAXÎ-JEIIr-GUNTER?
(NON-UNION EMPLOYEE RESPONSE)
Less than 5-10 11-15 Over 15
Inter 5 Years Years Years Years
Group N ...fo # ^ # # . ^
ELue-collar 100 18 18 24 24 7 7 51 51
White-collar
Total
216
3lE
80
f
2B.
21.5 39
14.8 60 
12.3 111 35.1
Chi-square 22.282 Significance Level .01
A significant difference exists between the blue and whit^coUar
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responses. In this instance, as was true for the union members, the blue- 
collar respondents have been enployed at Maxwell—Gunter longer than the 
white-collar respondents. As previously noted in the discussion of the 
length of tenure of the sampled union menbers, length of employment may 
be an influencing factor in joining a union. To assess this factor in 
the Maxwell-Gunter workforce, the aggregate responses to this question 
by members and non-union menbers were compared as follows.
TABLE 4.34
HOW IÛHG HAVE YOU WORKED AT MAXÎ’JELWÎUWTER?
(UNION MEMBER/NOIt-MEMBER COMPARISON)
Inter
Group N
Less than 
5 Years 
# ^
5-10
Years
11-15
Years
Over 15 
Years 
# ^
Non-member 316 98 31 68 21.5 39 12.3 111 35.1
Member
Total
122
448
22
120 m
26
94 21
21
3Ô
1 ^
13.4
63
174
.JlLiI
38.8
Chi-square 11.992 Significance Level .01
There is a significant difference in the responses of the groups 
to this question, A relatively large proportion of the non-members have 
been employed for less than five years, while a relatively large portion 
of the members have been employed over 15 years. These findings seen to 
support the psychological reason for joining a union. The longer a men­
ber has been a menber of an organization, the greater is his vested in­
terest. The individual appears to perceive a greater need for protection 
of this interest and a greater degree of dependence upon a person or in­
stitution to provide this protection. If the preceding statenent.is
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correct, it follows that the union members would be proportionately older 
than the non-union employees. The following tables contain data on this 
point.
TABLE 4.35
HOW OLD ARE YOU?
(NOW-UWION EMPLOYEE RESPONSE)
Inter
Less than 
30 Years
30-40
Years
# 1
41-50
Years
Over 50 
Years
I0 M.
Blue-collar 100 11 11 16 16 24 24 49 49
White-collar 216 1^  ^ 21.8 72
Total 45 14.2 63 19.9 9^ 30.4 112 35.4
Chi-square 11.762 Significance Level .01
TABLE 4.36
HOW OLD ARE YOU?
(UNION Ma#ER/NON-MEMBER COMPARISON)
Inter
N
Less than
30 Years
# <îTT
30-40
Years
'L
41-50
Years
Jt of
Over 50 
Years
I0
Non^ ember 316 45 14.2 63 19.9 96 30.4 112 35.4
Member 122 10 7.6 17 12^ ^ 4 M
Total 448 55 12.3 80 17.9 138 30.8 175 39.1
Chi-square 9.625 Significance Level .02
There is a significant difference in the non-union employee blue 
and white-collar responses (Table 4.35). The blue-collar group is signifi­
cantly older. This was expected, since the average age of the Maxwell- 
Gunter blue-collar worker is 52.6 years and the average white-collar age
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is 46 years. In comparing the union/non-union group responses (Table 
4.36), a significant difference was also found. The union membership is 
significantly older than the non-union population. This may be evidence 
in support of the psychological reason for joining unions.
The questions discussed above dealt with demographic and organi­
zational characteristics of the non-union sample. Questions 7 through 
12 of the non-union questionnaire address reasons why the employees did 
not join the AFGE.
Usually before joining or contributing to any organization an in­
dividual will need information as to the purpose and scope of the organi­
zations activities and what the individual should realize in benefits 
from his affiliation. Surveying a group of employees to determine why 
they have not joined an organization should not presuppose that the in­
dividual has knowledge or has been specifically asked to join. However; 
since Local 997 has been the exclusive bargaining agent for Maxwell-Gunter 
since I963 and almost all federal bulletin boards at Maxwell-Gunter dis­
play union literature, it is very doubtful that any employee is unaware 
of the presence of Local 997. Table 4.37 (question 7) on the following 
page supplies data as to whether the sampled employees have been specifi­
cally asked to join the AFGE.
A statistically significant difference in the blue and white-collar 
responses in Table 4.37 does not exist. Although a majority of both 
groups (57.6 percent total) have been asked to join, this is somewhat sur­
prising in that one would suppose all members of the workforce would have 
been asked to join at some point in Local 997's history. In view of the 
long average tenure of the workforce, it appears that the Local has not
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TABLE 4.37
HAVE YOU EVER BEEN ASKED TO JOIN THE AMERICAN 
FEDERATION OF GOVERNI-IENT Et-IPLOYEES (AFGE)? 
(NON-UNION EMPLOYEE RESPONSE)
Inter Yes No Don’t Know
Grouo N # fo # ^ #
Blue-collar 100 62 62 34 34 4 4
White-collar
Total
216
3Î5
120
182 5 ^
22 12.6 
12^ 39.9
k
8
h i
2.5
Chi-square 3.004 Significance Level N.S.
Intraerouo ± Significance Level
Blue-collar 50.99 .01
White-collar 100.9 .01
been overly aggressive in recruiting. Questions 8, 9, and 10 gather 
data relative to social pressures not to join the AFGE, The response to 
question 8 is in the following table.
TABLE 4.38
DID YOU DECLINE TO JOIN THE AFGE BECAUSE MOST OF 
YOUR FRIENDS VJERE NON-MEMBERS?
(NON-UNION EMPLOYEE RESPONSE)
Inter Yes No Don’'t Know
Grouo N # io # . io #
Blue-collar 95 11 11.6 71 74.7 13 13.7
White-collar 201 21 .A i 173 86.1 U
Total 29& 24 8.1 244 82.4 28 9.5
Chi-square 5.723 Significance Level N.S.
Intrasrouo Significance Level
Blue-collar 72.59 .01
White-collar 251.58 .01
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There is no statistically significant difference in the blue and 
white-collar response to this question. The response to this question 
provides no support for informal group pressure as a factor in declining 
to join the AîGE, The observed chi-square value for the intergroup test 
approaches, but does not equal the ,05 tabled value of 5»991» Although 
not significant, the data does give an indication that the informal group 
association pressure is higher among blue-collar workers than in the 
white-collar group. Further insight into this issue is revealed in the 
response to question 9 in the following table,
TABLE 4,39
DID YOU FEEL THAT YOU VJERE PRESSURED BY 
YOUR FRIENDS NOT TO JOIN THE AFGE?
(NOIJ-UNION SeiOYEE RESPONSE)
Inter
Group N
Yes No 
# ^
Don't Know
Blue-collar 95 10 10,5 78 82,1 7 7.4
White-collar
Total
203
298 12 4 2 ^  88,9
2à
21 7
Chi-square 15.379 Significance Level .01
Intrasroup Significance Level
Blue-collar 100,78 ,01
White-collar 315.19 .01
A significant difference exists between the blue and white-collar 
responses. The pressure by friends not to join the AFGE was greater among 
the sampled blue-collar members. However; in overall terms only 10,5 per^  
cent of this group gave an indication that this was a significant factor
l60
in their decision not to join.
Another possible source of influence or pressure not to join lies 
within the organization and association with persons the respondent would 
not necessarily include in the category of friends. Question 10 data, 
in the following table, addresses this category of association.
TABLE 4.40
DID you FEEL THAT YOU TffiRE PRESSURED BY PEOPLE OTHER 
THAN YOUR FRIENDS NOT TO JOIN THE AFGE?
(NON-UNION EMPLOYEE RESPONSE)
Inter
Group N
Yes No Don't
#
Know
Blue-collar 95 8 8.4 76 80 11 11.6
White-collar
Total
m
299 11 3.7
182 2&A 
^  8876
12
23
Chi-square 12.415 Significance Level .01
Intragroup Significance Level
Blue-collar 92.28 .01
White-collar 323.55 .01
The blue-collar group is subjected to a significantly higher 
level of other group pressure not to join the AFGE than the white-collar 
group,.
In assessing the strength of social pressure not to join the 
AFGE, it must be concluded that while social pressure is not a paramount 
factor, it does exist and is significantly more evident in the blue-col­
lar group. Questions 12 and I3 (Tables 4.41 and 4.42) address a combinat­
ion of psychological and economic considerations.
l6l 
TABLE 4. Al
DID YOU DECLINE TO JOIN THE AFGE BECAUSE YOU FELT 
THAT MEMBERSHIP COULD NOT HELP YOU PERSONALLY? 
(NON-UNION EMPLOYEE RESPONSE)
Inter
Grouo N
Yes
# io
No Don't Know
Blue-collar 95 35 36.8 43 45.3 17 17.9
White-collar 205 n là 6.8
Total 300 112 37.3 157 52.3 31 10.3
Chi-square 9.029 Significance Level .01
IhtragrouD Significance Level
Blue-collar 11.09 .01
White-collar 75.18 .01
A significant difference exists between the blue and white-collar 
responses. However; this significance appears to result from a larger 
”Don*t Know" response by the blue-collar group. The "Yes" responses, 
indicating the belief that the union was of no benefit to the respondent 
are almost identical. The 37.3 percent affirmative response to this 
question is far in excess of any positive response observed in the social 
considerations questions. Question I3 data, in the following table, suj>- 
plies additional information regarding the psychological factor. There 
is no significant difference in the blue and white-collar response in 
Table 4»42. However; the observed I4.6 percent total "Yes" response 
must be considered important. This response plus the 37.3 percent ob­
served in the preceding question combine to indicate that 51.9 percent 
of the respondents do not feel a personal need for a union or that they 
object to the purposes of labor unions.
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TABLE 4.A2
DID YOU NOT JOIN THE AFGE BECAUSE YOU ARE OPPOSED 
TO THE PURPOSES OF LABOR UNIONS? 
(NON-UNION EI-ÎPLOYEE RESPONSE)
Inter
Grouo N
Yes
# f.
No Don’t Know
Blue-collar 95 15 15.8 69 72.6 11 11.6
White-collar
Total
206
301
22 1^4 
44 14.6
167 81.1 
^  78.4
10
21
Jill
7
Chi-square 4.934 Significance Level N.S.
IntrasrouD Significance Level
Blue-collar 65.59 .01
White-collar 215.97 .01
In view of the previously discussed level of union representation 
in the Alabama workforce, the fact that the state has a right to work law, 
and the high percentage of these non-union employees who were bom in 
Alabama, this finding lends support to a conclusion that these employees 
do not have a strong psychological need for a union and express signifi­
cant reservations about the propriety of labor union activity.
Questions I3 and 14 (Tables 4.A2 and 4»43) assess the respondent’s 
perception of the purposes of unions and the relationship between the 
workers and management. The response to question I4, contained in the 
following (4.43) table provides additional insight into the psychologi­
cal needs aspect. A significant difference exists in the blue and white- 
collar responses in Table 4*43» Over twice as many blue-collar respon­
dents are of the opinion that management has been unfair to the workers.
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TABLE 4.43
DO YOU FEEL THAT MANAGI3-IENT HAS BSEH UlffAIR 
IN DEALING OTTH WORKERS? 
(NON-UNION EI-IPLOYEE RESPONSE)
Inter
Group N
Yes
#
No Don’t Know
fo # l'a
Blue-collar 96 41 42.7 38 39.6 17 17.7
White-collar
Total
212
308 AO81 2SI3 152 49.4 75
A M
24.4
Chi-square 19.503 Significance Level .01
Intragroup Significance Level
Blue-collar 10.69 .01
White-collar 41.96 .01
The relatively large portion (27.4 percent) of "Don’t Know" response in 
the white-collar group contributes to the intergroup significance. Further 
data addressing this issue is contained in the following table.
TABLE 4.44
DO YOU FEEL THAT MANAGEt-ISNT PAYS ATTENTION 
TO mAT WORKERS HAVE TO SAY? 
(NOI U^NION EMPLOYEE RESPONSE)
Inter Yes No Don’t Know
Group N # # ... # fo
Blue-collar 98 39 39.8 44 44.9 15 15.3
White-collar 21i 88 AO4 É2 60 27^
Total 313 127 40I6 111 35.5 75 24
Chi-square 8,063 Significance Level .01
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Intragroup Significance Level
Blue-collar 15*06 .01
V/hite-coUar 6.0 .05
Again, a significant difference exists between the blue and white-
collar responses. The largest proportion of the white-collar group is 
of the opinion that management does pay attention to what they have to 
say, while another relatively large proportion of this group is undecided.
In assessing the combined responses to question 13 and 14 it must 
be concluded that the blue and white-collar groups have different opinions 
regarding their interaction with management. In previous discussions in 
this study, it has been noted that white-collar employees typically identi­
fy more closely with management. It is perhaps due to this presumed raj>- 
port (due to education, similarity of work, and social background) that 
the white-collar group perceives management's actions differently and is 
able to communicate more frequently and effectively with management.
Questions 15 and l6 (Tables 4*45 and 4*47) supply data to assess 
the non-union group's opinions as to the labor-management relationship 
at Maxw^l-Gunter,
A significant difference exists between the blue and white-collar 
responses in Table 4*45* The primary source of significance appears to 
lie in the "Don't Know" response of the white-collar group. Further 
evidence of this is that the intragroup analysis of blu^collar responses 
is not significant, while the white-collar intragroup analysis is far 
in excess of the significance level even at .01. As was true in the dis­
cussion of this question as it related to the APG-E member, the relatively 
large number of white-collar employees who have been in the Maxwell-Gunter
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TABLE 4.45
SINCE THE AFGE HAS BEEN THE EXCLUSIVE BARGAINING 
AGENT FOR MAXiv’EIIr-GUNTER, HAS I-IANAGEÎ-ŒNT 
TREATED THE H-ÎPLOÏEES MORE FAIRLY? 
(NON-UNION H-PLOYEE RESPONSE)
Inter
Grout) N
Yes
# #
No Don’t Know 
^ ^
Blue-collar 98 32 32.7 30 30.6 36 36.7
White-collar 216 ^  ILl
Total 314 69 22 20.1 182 58
Chi-square 26.368 Significance Level .01
IntraerouD
■
Significance Level
Blue-collar 0.625 N.S.
White-collar 114.2 .01
workforce less than ten years have no logical base for comparison since 
they were not familiar with the pre-AFGE represented Maxwell-Gunter work­
force. A comparison of the AFGE members responses to this question and 
the non-union enployee responses is contained in the following table.
TABLE 4.46
SINCE THE AFGE HAS BEEN THE EXCLUSIVE BARGAINING 
AGENT FOR MAX7,-iSLL-GUNTER, HAS MANAGEI-IENT 
TREATED THE EIPLOYEES MORE FAIRLY?
(UNION MEMBER/NON-MEMBER COIPARISON)
Inter Yes No Don’t Know
Group N # fo. # . #
Nbn-member 314 69 22 63 20 182 58
Member 22. 60.3 2à 28 21.4
Total 445 148 33.3 87 19.5 228 51.2
Chi-square 34.769 Significance Level .01
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A significant difference exists between the member/non-member 
total responses. Due to the large number of non-members who were unde­
cided, this difference must be viewed with skepticism.
The following table contains the responses to question l6, which 
also bears on the labor-management relationship,
TABLE 4,47
DO YOU FEEL THAT I-IAHAGHffiNT PAYS MORE ATTEÎWION 
TO TfHAT AFGE MEI-IBSRS HAVE TO SAY?
(NOK-UHION EI-IPLOYEE RESPONSE)
Inter
Groun N
Yes No
# 9$
Don’t Know 
# ^
Blue-collar 96 36 37.5 38 39.6 22 22.9
White-collar M  22^ Mil
Total 311 84 27 109 35 118 37.9
Chi-square 14.735 Significance Level .01
Intragroup JÊ- Significance Level
Blue-collar 4.75 N.S.
White-collar 16.01 .01
A statistically different response between the blue and white- 
collar groups was observed. For the reasons given in discussion of ques­
tion 15, this finding must be viewed with skepticism. The intragroup 
blue-collar response was not significant. Again, the primary source of 
significance appears to lie in the ’’Don’t Know” response by the white- 
collar group.
One of the primary functions of the Civil Service systsn is to 
protect the rights of federal civilian employees. The perception of how 
well this function is being performed may provide insight into the
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satisfaction of psychological security needs in the sampled employees. 
Questions 17 and 18 of the questionnaire provide data on this subject.
TABIE 4.48
DO YOU FEEL THAT THE CIVIL SERVICE SISTEÎ4 PROTECTS THE 
RIGHTS OF INDIVIDUAL GOVEPiDSHT 3-2PLQYEES?
(NOI^UNION a-IPLOIEE RESPONSE)
Inter
Groun N
Yes
# . ?? .
Kb Don’t Know
Blue-coHar 95 4L 43*2 38 40 16 16,8
■frJhit e-collar 
Total
212
307 1^5 53.7
62
100
^  26 ^  
32.6 42 13.7
Chi—square 6.203 Significance Level . 04
Ihtraerouo Significance Level
Blue-collar 11.65 .01
VJhite-coUar 69.22 .01
A significant difference exists between the blue and white-collar 
responses. The white-collar group expresses a greater degree of convict­
ion that the Civil Service system does protect individual employee rights. 
The blu&-coUar group, as revealed in the intragroup analysis, is also 
of this opinion.
A comparison of the aggregate union monber/non-union member r^ 
ponses in Table 4*49 highlights the obseirved differences in perception 
of these groups.
A significant difference exists in Table 4*49 between the sampled 
union members and non-union member employees. The non-union employees 
indicate a strong opinion that the Civil Service system does protect them
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TABLE 4.49
DO YOU FEEL THAT THE CIVIL SEIVIGE SYSTM PROTECTS THE 
RIGHTS OF IHDIVIDUAL GOVSUC-ENT H-IPLOYEES? 
(UNION MEî-IBER/NOW-UNIOU COMPARISON)
Inter
Groun N
Yes No Don’t Know 
# 92
Non-member 307 165 53.7 100 32.6 42 13.7
Msnber
Total
121
438
Jii. ^  
211 48.1 171
ÇA 102
39.1 56 12.8
Chi—square 9.638 Significance Level .01
Intrasroup Significance Level
Non-member 74.24 .01
Member 37.11 .01
and the union members are almost equally strong in their opinion that it 
does not protect them. Given the assumption that employees have psycho­
logical security needs, this opinion of the performance of this protective 
function may be a significant factor in influencing the individual employee 
to join or not join a union.
Question 18 (Table 4*50) provides insight into the continued value 
or utility of the Civil Service system in providing psychological security 
for the employees.
No significant difference exists between the blue and whit ^collar 
response to this question. Both groups are firmly of the opinion that 
the Civil Service system should not be discontinued. In assessing the 
combined responses to questions 17 and 18, it must be concluded that the 
non-union employees express some reservation (32.6 percent) that their
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TABI£ 4.50
DO YOU FEEL THAT THE CIVIL SSiVICE SYST34 
SHOULD BE DISCOIITimED? 
(NOM-UHION Ï2-IPL0ÏEE RESPONSE)
Inter
Grouo N
Yes
#
No Don*t Know 
# ^ ^
Blue-collar 100 . 6 6 78 78 16 l6
Nhite-coUar
Total # 1219 6Z I p  ^  ^  ^  2bÔ 82.5 3° 11.4
Chi-square 3.045 Significance Level N.S.
Intraaroun Significance Level
Blue-collar 92.21 .01
VJhite-coUar 253.97 .01
rights are being protected, they are firmly of the opinion that the 
Civil Service system should be continued. A comparison of the aggregate 
union member/non-union enployee response to this question is included in 
the following table.
TABLE 4.51
DO YOU FEEL THAT THE CIVIL SERVICE SYSTEM 
SHOULD BE DISCONTINUED?
(UNION MET-EER/N0N-I®IBER COMPARISON)
Inter
Grouo N
Yes No
# 'fo
Don’t Know
Non-4n ember 315 19 6 260 82.5 36 11.4
Member 130
Total 445
Chi-square 2,008
8
27
6.2
F -
-22
358 80.5 13.5
Significance Level N.S.
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No significant difference exists between the union msnber and non­
union employee response to this question. Both groups are firmly of the
opinion that the Civil Service system should be continued. The intra­
group data for this table was not included. This leads to the conclusion 
that while there is a significant difference in opinion as to whether 
the Civil Service system adequately performs its protective function, the 
system is beneficial and necessary.
Questions 19 and 20 (Tables 4.52 and 4.54) address economic con­
siderations, As previously noted, social, psychological, and economic 
considerations have been identified as motivators or reasons for joining 
unions,
TABLE 4.52
DO YOU FEEL THAT MEMBERSHIP IN THE AFGE IS THE BEST WAY TO
GET WAGE AND FRDDE BENEFIT INCREASES FROM THE GOVERNMENT?
(NON-UNION EÎ-IPLOYEE RESPONSE)
Inter
Grouo N
Yes
# 95
No
# 95
Don't Know 
# 95
ELue-collar 100 36 36 39 39 25 25
Whito-coUar
Total 315 78 24.8
22
131 4Ï76 106 33,7
Chi-square 10,96 Significance Level ,01
Intrasrouo _x? Significance Level
Blue-collar 3.30 N.S.
ïJhit ©-collar 19.19 .01
A significant difference does exist between the blue and whit&- 
collar response to this question. The primary source of significance
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appears to be in the relatively large "Don't Know" response of the white- 
collar group. This phenomenon had been observed in earlier questions and 
leads the author to the conclusion that the non-union employee group is 
highly divided on this question. Intragroup analysis reveals that no 
significant difference exists in the blue-coHar response, A comparison 
of the aggregate union menber/non-union menber response is in the follow­
ing table,
TABLE 4.53
DO YOU FEEL THAT MS-IBERSHIP IN THE AFGE IS THE BEST WAY TO GET 
WAGE AND FRIMJE BEIŒFIT INCREASES FROM THE GOVERNMENT?
(UNION MEI-IBER/N0IW®1BER COMPARISON)
Inter
GrouD N
Yes 
# 92
No
# 92
Don't Know 
# 55 ,
Non-member 315 78 24.8 131 41.6 106 33.7
Member
Total
129
444
'nA
173 39
13 10,1 21 16,3 
144 32.4 127 28.6
Chi-square 49.45 Significance Level ,01
Intrasroun Significance Level
Non-member 13.39 .01
Manber 95.07 .01
A highly significant difference exists between the manber/non- 
manber response to this question. It is evident that the union members 
are convinced that AFGE membership is highly beneficial in gaining eco­
nomic benefits. The non-union employees appear to be of the opinion that 
the AFGE does not have a significant impact on their wages and fringes. 
However; a relatively large proportion appear to be undecided on the 
issue.
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The following table provides data as to whether the non-union 
anployees believe the AFGE should engage in bargaining on economic issues.
TABLE 4.54
DO YOU BELEEVE THAT THE AFGE SHOULD BARGAIN I-JITH MANAGa-SIN?
TO GET NAGE AND FRIIjGE BniEFIT INCREASES?
(NON-UMON EI-IPLOYEE RESPONSE)
Inter
Group N
Yes
#
No Don't
. #
Know
Blue-collar 100 56 56 23 23 21 21
VJhite-coUar 212 A2 22,1 É2
Total 313 153 48,9 70 22,4 90 28,8
Chi-square 4.622 Significance Level N.S.
Intragroup ± Significance Level
Blue-collar 16,15 ,01
Nhite-collar 17.69 ,01
No significant difference in the opinions of the blue and whit&- 
coUar respondents was detected. However; both groups are of the opinion 
that AFGE should bargain vnth the government on economic issues. In coi>- 
sidering this finding and the non-union response to question 19, it seens 
clear that the noi>-union employees sampled are unconvinced of the effect—' 
iveness of AFGE*s current activities in the wage and benefit area, but 
are of the opinion that bargaining (as opposed to lobbying) should occur. 
This appears to lend support to the conclusion that the non-union onployee 
feels a need for assistance in the satisfaction of economic needs but does 
not see the AFGE as being a viable means of satisfying this need, A tabu­
lar analysis of differences between union/non-union anployees on this
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question is not included since both group responses were significant 
in the same direction.
Questions 21, 22, and 23 address the strike issue and are designed 
to gather data on the perceived propriety of the strike issue.
TABLE 4.55
DO YOU FEEL, VfflEN ALL ELSE FAIIS, GOVERIJI'IENT S-IPLOYEES SHOULD 
BE ALLOT'JED TO GO Oil STRIKE THE SAI-IE AS WORKERS OUTSIDE 
THE GOTERM-IENT ARE ALLOWED TO STRIKE THEIR EÎ-ÎPLOYERS?
(NOI^ -UIHON EI-IPLOYEE RESPONSE)
Inter
Group N
Yes 
# ^
No
# ^
Don’t IÙ10W
Blue-collar 100 25 25 58 58 17 17
White-collar
Total
213
313
61 28.6 
8^  27.5 172 55 55 17%
Chi-square 0.603 Significance Level N.S.
Intragroup Significance Level
Blue-collar 28.64 .01
White-collar 17.36 .01
No significant difference in the blue and white-collar response 
to this question vras detected. Both groups are strongly opposed to a 
strike by federal employees. This was not unexpected since these employees 
are members of a predominantly Alabama bom and educated workforce and 
the fact that the sampled AFGE members had also expressed a strong senti­
ment against the strike issue on the equivalent question (Table 4.23).
A significant difference exists between the blue and white-collar 
responses to the question presented in Table 4*56 on the following page.
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TABLE 4.56
IF THE AFGE CAILED A STRIKE, BECAUSE OF A FROBIS-I VÎITH 
MANAGS-ENT, VJOULD YOU GO OUT ON STRIKE? 
(iroi^ UNION EELDYEE RESPONSE)
Inter
Group N
Yes No
# io
Don’t Know
# . .
Blue-collar 100 22 22 49 49 29 29
I'Jhit e-collar 
Total
212
313
24
46 14.7
116
Î05
jàij 22 
52,7 102
Chi-square 6,298 Significance Level ,04
Intragroup Significance Level
Blue-collar 11.91 ,01
White-collar 59.69 ,01
Both groups express a strong opinion that they would not strike, however; 
the white-collar group is stronger in their negative opinion. As observed 
in Table 4» 24, the union member group showed a significant difference be­
tween the blue and white-collar group opinion in regard to goining out on 
strijce. The union member white-collar group was also opposed to strikes. 
Question 23 (Table 4»57) is designed to test the importance of the 
the strike right as an indication that the AFGE could take decisive action 
in a labor-management dispute and whether employees would join if this 
right existed, A significant difference exists between the blue and whit&- 
collar responses in Table 4.57. However; both responses are in the same 
direction and the significance results from a stronger "No" response by 
white-collar group. This negative response to the issue of joining because 
of the strike right, a negative response to the question of going on strike
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TABLE 4.57
WOULD YOU JOIN TrIE AFGE IF GOVERIS-IENr EI-IPUDYSES 
HAD THE RIGHT TO STRIKE?
(NON-UNION 3'IPLOYEE RESPONSE)
Inter
Grouo N
Yes M.r r ...
No Don't Know
Blu&-coHar 99 25 25.3 48 48.5 26 26.3
White-collar
Total
208
307
20
45 14.7
122
177
62__
57.7 85
28.4
27.7
Chi-square 13.427 Significance Level . 01
Intraerouo Sienificance Level
ELue-collar 10.24 .01
White-collar 87.17 .01
and the propriety of the strike right for government employees leads to 
the conclusion that the sampled non-union employees do not believe federal 
employees should have a strike right and would not engage in a strike if 
called by the AFGE,
Question 24 provided the non-union respondent the opportunity to 
express a narrative rationale for not joining the AFGE, The responses 
to this question are contained in the following table.
TABLE 4.58
THE MAIN REASON THAT I DID NOT JOIN THE AFGE WAS;
(NON-UNION EÎ-IPLOYEE RESPONSE)
Generalized Reasons
1. Unions are not necessary for government employees.
2. AFGE Local 997 is ineffective.
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3. I was not asked to join.
4. I was a member and resigned,
5. Miscellaneous reasons (not sure, dues too high, second job at night).
Reasons
Grouo N #
1
#
2
#
3 ^ 5
f
ELue-collar 32 10 31.2 8 25 6 18,7 3 9.4 5 15.7
White-collar
Total 1 #
1
50.8 17 13.5 18
12,8 %
14.2 10
12
17
12.8
13.5
Chi-square 7.648 Significance Level N.S.
No significant difference exists between the blue and white-collar 
response to this question. The generalized reasons used to categorize 
the data were synthesized from the actual narrative responses provided 
by the sampled enployees. Reason 1 appears to be supportive of the pre­
viously observed perception by the nor>-imion employees that the union 
could not help them personally. Reason 2 is also supportive of this 
same response (could not help me personally). Reason 3 is indicative 
of the previously noted 39,9 percent of the sampled non-union employees 
who have never been asked to join. Reason 4 may be interpreted to mean 
that the respondent was unfavorably impressed with Local activity or did 
not perceive significant benefits from membership. Reason 5 indicated 
a variety of reasons, however; no particular reason was listed more than 
twice. Although a considerable number (126) of the respondents did answer 
this question, it is felt that the number of responses is too low to be 
considered representative or suitable for the purposes of drawing mean­
ingful conclusions.
To conclude Part I of the non-union member questionnaire, question
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25 gave the respondents an opportunity to e:q>ress any other opinions or 
sentiments. Only i+6 of the 3l6 non-union employees provided an answer 
to this question. The responses were grouped into generalized statements 
with the frequency observed as indicated in the following table,
TABLE 4.59
IS THERE AMTHirSl ELSE THAT YOU MIGHT TELL ME 
THAT MIGHT BE HELPFUL?
(KON-UNION H-IPLOYEE RESPONSE)
Frequency Observed 
Comment Blue-collar Nhite-collar
1, Union activity is inappropriate 
for government employees.
3 7
2. Civil service system is adequate 
to protect our rights.
1 7
3. Unions are too powerful in this 
country.
3 9
4, Need more information about the 
AFGE before deciding to join or 
not.
1 4
5, AFGE doesn't act on cases of 4 7
interest to employees.
Total 34"
Ccxnments 1 and 2 are supportive of the opinions noted in response 
to questions 11 and 12 of the non-union questionnaire. The opinion that 
unions could not help the employee personally^  or the employee was opposed, 
to the purposes of labor unions emerge as the two most important reasons 
of this group declining to join the AFGE, Comment 3 may be interpreted 
as further support for a conclusion that the non-union employees have 
strong reservations about the purposes of labor unions. Comments 4 and 
5 appear to address issues pertaining to the Local, but comment 4 does
178
support the previously noted large number of respondents who indicated 
they had not been asked to join. Due to the small number of responses 
to this question, no valid conclusion can be derived.
The responses to the 25 questions of Part I of the questionnaire 
for non-union «nployees have been presented and analyzed in this section. 
To gain insights into the impressions or perceptions of these non-union 
employees in regard to government employee unions and the officers of 
these unions, Part II of the questionnaire (Appendix II) was utilized. 
The responses to this Part are included in the following table. The 
respondent was asked to indicate "Yes" if the words or statement de­
scribed unions or union officers as perceived by the respondent, "No" 
if the statement did not describe the subject, and to select "?" if the 
respondent was undecided or did not know.
TABLE 4.60
UNION ATTITUDE SCALE 
(PART II)
(NON-UNION Et-IPLOYEE RESPONSE)
Observed
Frequency
Significance
Level
Unions: Yes No
Don’t
Know
Chi-
sauare
Intra
Grouo
Inter
Grouo
1. Help people in 
trouble 148 47 101 3.713 N.S.
Blue-collar 51 18 25 19.515 .01
White-collar 97 29 76 36.193 .01
2. Are democratic 114 61 126 11.054 .01
Blue-collar 46 23 27 9.463 .01
Vftiite-collar 68 38 99 27.367 .01
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Unions: Yes
Observed
Frequency
No
Significance
Level
Don’t Chi— Intra Inter
Know square Group Group
3. Hold back progress 40 149 114 4.319 N.S.
ELue-collar 18 48 31 14.156 .01
White-collar 22 101 83 49.694 .01
4» Have too much 
power
77 126 101 11.965 .01
ELue-collar 24 52 20 19.0 .01
White-collar 53 74 81 13.281 .01
5. Are good for 
workers
146 41 118 2.747 N.S.
ELue-collar 52 14 31 22.656 .01
White-collar 94 27 87 39.318 .01
6. Dues and fees 
are too high
89 60 155 10.996 .01
ELue-collar 36 25 36 2.531 ■ N.S.
White-collar 53 35 119 56.694 .01
7. Force people to 
join who don’t 
want to
50 182 73 0.990 N.S.
Blue-collar 17 61 20 36.636 .01
White-collar 33 121 53 61.68 .01
8. Make trouble 49 148 107 0.214 N.S.
ELue-collar 16 48 32 16.0 .01
White-collar 33 100 75 33.23 .01
9. Are useless 48 165 92 7.839 .02
Blue-collar 22 54 21 17.031 .01
White-collar 26 111 71 52.42 .01 .
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Observed
Frequency
Significance
Level
Unions: Yes No
Don't
Know
Chi-
souare
Intra
Grouo
Inter
Grouo
10c Keep management 
honest
85 83 137 0.415 N.S.
Blue-collar 28 28 41 3.531 N.S.
ïJhite-coUar 57 55 96 15.492 .01
11. Keep people from 
getting pushed 
around
108 76 122 1.441 N.S.
ELu&-collar 35 28 35 0.999 N.S.
White-collar 73 48 87 11.317 .01
12. Are corrupt 53 121 130 2.695 N.S.
ELue-collar 18 44 35 10.906 .01
White-collar 35 77 95 24.477 .01
13. Are benevolent 47 76 180 4.392 N.S.
Blue-collar 12 31 52 25.031 .01
îJhite-coUar 35 45 128 75.549 .01
14. Are violent A2 151 113 3.997 N.S.
ELue-collar 11 56 30 31.906 .01
White-collar 31 95 83 33.564 .01
15. Are necessary in 
most organizat­
ions
103 108 93 5.68 N.S.
ELue-collar 39 37 21 6.093 .05
White-collar 64 71 72 0.55 N.S.
16. Are radical 48 144 112 8.97 .02
Blue-collar 16 56 24 28.0 .01
Vfliite-coUar 32 88 88 30.302 .01
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Observed
Frequency
Significance
Level
Unions: Yes No
Don't
Know
Chi-
souare
Intra
Grouo
Inter
Group
17. Are worthwhile 140 56 108 1.712 N*S#
ELue-collar 46 21 30 10.031 .01
tJhite-coUar 94 35 78 26.984 .01
18. Protect jobs 136 56 112 1.734 N.S.
Blue-collar 44 21 31 8.312 .02
■White-collar 92 35 81 26.506 .01
Union Officers: 
19. Are honest 101 42 140 9.665 .01
Blue-collar 42 13 32 14.964 .01
VJhite-coUar 59 29 108 48.937 .01
20. Are hardworking 121 52 138 12.341 .01
ELue-collar 50 19 27 16.187 .01
White-collar 71 33 101 34.16 .01
21, Are crooks 33 123 145 3.912 N.S.
Blue-collar 11 46 38 21.031 .01
White-collar 22 77 107 53.868 .01
22. Are helpful 129 36 136 9.005 .02
ELue-collar 49 15 31 18.093 .01
■White-collar 80 21 105 53.926 .01
23. Are high livers 61 59 179 14.371 .01
ELue-collar 21 30 44 8.406 .02
White-collar 40 29 135 99.91 .01
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Observed
Frequency
Significance
Level
Union Officers: Yes IIo
Don’t
Know
Chi-
souare
Intra
Grouo
Inter
Group
24. Are up-to-date 107 23 172 7.354 .05
ELu^coUar 40 11 44 20.281 .01
White-collar 67 12 128 97.594 .01
25. Are effective 109 kh 146 20.5 .01
Blue-collar 45 21 28 4.676 .05
White-collar 64 23 118 66.778 .01 -
26. Ask advice from 
members
78 49 173 17.93 .01
ELue-collar 34 23 38 3.781 N.S.
White-collar 44 26 135 100.425 .01
27. Make too much 
money
57 57 188 37.114 .01
ELue-collar 21 36 39 5.812 N.S.
Whit^coUar 36 21 149 141.926 .01
28. Are arrogant 50 83 168 0.298 N.S.
ELue-collar 16 28 ' 51 19.781 .01
White-collar 34 55 117 54.793 .01
29. Are dependable 83 43 175 15.175 .01
ELue-collar 38 17 40 10.156 .01
White-collar 45 26 135 99.734 .01
30. Are opinionated 114 23 166 29.754 .01
ELue-collar 52 13 31 23.812 .01
VJhite-coUar 62 10 135 114.289 .01
31. Are efficient 84 50 166 12.001 .01
ELue-collar 37 19 39 7.593 .05
VJhite-coUar 47 31 127 77.808 .01
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Part II is divided into two sections. The first section (questions 
1 through 18) gather data relative to the union as an institution and 
characteristics which directly affect the monber, while the second section 
(questions 19 through 31 ) is designed to determine the nonr-union respon­
dents assessment of union officers. The responses to each question were 
analyzed in the same manner used for the questions in Part I of the ques­
tionnaire.
In assessing the responses of the sampled non-union employees, it 
should be noted that the test of intergroup significance compares the 
blue and white-collar responses to a matrix derived distribution, while 
the intragroup significance level indicated in the table results from a 
comparison against a uniform theoretical distribution. A "Yes" response 
to questions 1, 2, 5, 10, 11, 13, 15, 17 and 18 indicates a favorable im­
pression while a "No" response to questions 3» 4» 6, 7» 8, 9, 12, 14 and 
l6 indicates a favorable impression.
In the responses to the first 18 questions regarding government 
employee unions, a significant difference between the blue and white- 
collar responses was detected in five questions. Of these questions 
where significant difference occurred (questions 2, 4» 6, 9 and l6), 
four questions (2, 4» 9 and l6) address labor unions as institutions.
In question 2, a significant response emerges that unions are democratic, 
however; a relatively large "Don’t Know" response in the white-collar 
group creates a significance difference in the intergroup analysis.
In the response to question 4 (unions have too much power), a similar 
situation to that in question 2 occurred. The perception is that unions 
do not have too much power. Question 6 (union dues and fees are too high)
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contains the same large "Don’t Know" response by the white-collar group 
while the blue-collar group is fairly equally divided on the question.
The conclusion must be that the non-union respondents are undecided or 
do not know whether dues and fees are too high. Question 9 (unions are 
useless) evoked a similar response from both groups in "Yes" or "No" 
terms, but the white-collar group again voiced a relatively large "Don’t 
Know" response. This appears to be the primary source of the signifi­
cant difference. Question 6l (unions are radical) produced a similar 
situation. As noted above, questions 2, 4» 9 and l6 addressed institutional 
characteristics of unions. Although there was a significant difference 
in the blue and white-collar responses, the overall group responses on 
all of these questions were indicative of a favorable impression of unions. 
The remainder of the questions in this Part were also significant in a di­
rection indicating a favorable impression of unions. Non—significant re­
sponses in intragroup analysis was recorded in the blue-collar group on 
questions 6, 10, and 11 and on question 15 for the white-collar group, 
however; the combined group response was significant.
In regard to impressions of union officers, the data for questions 
19 through 31 were similarily reviewed, A positive or "Yes" response to 
questions 19, 20, 22, 24, 25, 26, 29 and 31 indicates a favorable impres­
sion, A negative or "No" response to questions 21, 23, 27, 28, and 30 
similarly indicates a favorable impression, A significant difference exists 
between the blue and white-collar responses to questions 19 through 31, 
except on questions 21 (union officers are crooks) and 28 (union officers 
are arrogant). However; this significance is not in a positive or nega­
tive direction. Inspection of the data reveals very large "Don’t Know"
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responses to each of the questions 19 through 31. In view of this, the 
conclusion that the sampled non-union employees have had insufficient 
contact with union officers to be able to formulate a definite opinion 
appears to be indicated.
In summary, the non-union engjloyee responses to Part II of this 
questionnaire lead to the following conclusions.
1. The sampled non-union employees have a favorable impression 
of government employee unions.
2. The sampled non-union employees are undecided in regard to 
their impression of government employee union officers.
These conclusions are similar to those of Imundo in his study of
25
non-union Air Force white-collar employees at Wright-Patterson AFB, Ohio. 
His findings in that study indicated a favorable .impression of govern­
ment employee unions by white-collar employees, however; only 55 percent 
of the respondents indicated they believed union officers to be honest.
He did not reveal responses to their opinions of other characteristics 
of union officers.
To facilitate comparison of the union member and non-union member 
responses to Part II of the questionnaires, Table 4.61 was prepared.
This table was constructed from the aggregate union member (Table 4.27) 
and aggregate non-union menber (Table 4.60) responses to Part II questions. 
For ease of comparison, the responses were arrayed in terms of favorability 
or "Don't Know". Chi-square analysis for intergroup significance was per­
formed, using a matrix derived distribution for each question. Inspection 
of data in this table reveals that the sampled union members held a sig­
nificantly more favorable impression of federal employee unions and their
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officers than did the sampled non-union member employees. This was
true for all 3I questions at the .01 level of significance or beyond.
TABLE 4.61
COMPARISON OF RESPONSES TO 
UinON ATTITUDE SCALE 
(UNION MH-BSR/NON-MH'BER COMPARISON)
Unions:
Favo]>-
able
Unfavor­
able
Don't
Know
Signifi­
cance
Level
1. Help people in 
trouble
257 52 115 46.37 .01
Union member 109 5 14
Nonr-member 148 47 101
2. Are democratic 213 71 149 50.64 .01
Union member 99 10 23
Non-member 114 61 126
3. Hold back progress 255 45 135 37.04 .01
Union member 106 5 21
Nbn-member 149 40 114
4. Have too much power 224 85 127 42.57 .01
Union member 98 8 26
Non-member 126 77 101
5. Are good for workers 255 53 129 49.21 .01
Union member 109 12 11
Non-member 146 41 118
6. Dues and fees are 
too high
U3 109 184 77.93 .01
Union member 83 20 29
Non-member 60 89 155
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Unions;
Favork-
able
Unfavo3>-
able
Don't
Know
Signifi­
cance
Level
7. Force people to join 292 
who don't want to
Union manber 110
Non-member 182
8. Make trouble 258
Union manber 110
Non-member 148
9. Are useless 283
Union member 118
Nonnn ember I65
10, Keep management honest I64
Union manber 79
Non-member 85
11, Keep people from 199
getting pushed around
Union manber 9I
Nbn-member 108
12, Are corrupt 215
Union manber 94
Nbn-member 121
13, Are benevolent 82
Union member 35
Non-member 47
14, Are violent 258
Union manber 107
Non-member 151
59
9
50
56
7
49 
53
5
4S
100
17
83
86
10
76
60
7 
53
123
47
76
50
8
42
31
122
161
31
130
227
47
180
129
6
113
45.73
86 23,26
13
73 
122 
15
107 
101 
9
92 
173 
36 
137 
153
50,29
40.62
44.05
37.51
19.61
39.87
.01
.01
.01
.01
.01
.01
.01
.01
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Signifi-
Favo3>- Unfavor- Don't  ^ canoe 
Unions; able able Know a Level
15. Are necessary in 197 124 115 52.88 ,01
most organizations
Union member 94 I6 22
Non-member IO3 108 93
16. Are radical 246 60 I30 34*21 .01
Union member 102 12 18
Nbn-member 144 48 112
17. Are worthwhile 243 74 119 43*08 .01
Union member IO3 18 11
Non-member I40 $6 108
18. Protect jobs 237 68 131 37.67 .01
Union member 101 12 19
NonHn ember I36 56 112
Union Officers;
19. Are honest 170 49 182 19.14 .01
Union menber 69 7 42
Non-member 101 42 140
20. Are hardworking 209 59 154 37.05 . 01
Union manber 88 7 26
Non-member 121 52 128
21. Are crooks 213 4L I68 39.33 .01
Union member 90 8 23
Nbn-member 123 33 145
22. Are helpful 225 43 154 46.49 .01
Union manber 96 7 18
Nbn-member 129 36 136
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Union Officers;
Favor­
able
Unfavor­
able
Don*t
Know
Signifi­
cance
Level
23. Are high-livers 115
Union menber 5&
Non-member 59
24. Are up-to-date I90
Union menber 83
Non-member 107
25. Are effective 191
Union manber 82
Non-member 109
26. Ask advice from I4O
members
Union manber 62
Non-member 78
27. ]\Iake too much money 111
Union member 54
Non-member 57
28. Are arrogant I69
Union member 86
Non-member 83
29. Are dependable I64
Union member 81
Non-member 83
30. Are opinionated 68
Union member 45
Non-menber 23
78
17
61
42 
19
23 
59 
15 
44 
73
24
49
71
14
57
55
5
50
55
12
43 
146
32
114
226 31.22 .01
47
179
189 62.85 .01
17
172
169 38.06 .01
23 
146
206 33.62 .01
33
173
240 30.34 .01
52 
188
197 70.08 .01
29 
168
203 57.65 .01
28 
175
209 57.07 .01
43 
166
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Signifi-
Favor- Unfavor^ Don't « cance 
Union Officers: able able Know X Level
31, Are efficient 157 64 199 40.14 . 01
Union member 73 14 33
Non-member 84 50 166
In summarizing this survey of the factors influencing the sampled 
employees to join or not join ATOE Local 997» the following conclusions 
are reached.
1. Psychological and economic factors energe as strong reasons 
for the sampled AFGE members joining the union. No evidence to support
a social motivation was found. Both blue and white-collar members joined 
for the same reasons.
2. Blue and white-collar union members have a favorable perception 
or impression of government employee unions and their officers.
3. The sampled non-union blue and white-collar employees did not 
join the AFGE because of beliefs that the union could not help then per­
sonally and personal opposition to the purposes of labor unions (a combi­
nation of psychological and economic reasons).
4. The blue and white-collar non-union enployees sampled held a 
favorable perception of government employee unions but were largely un­
decided in regard to government employee union officers.
The following section of this Chapter compares appropriate portions 
of the sampled AFGE member responses discussed earlier in this Chapter 
with responses observed by Imundo at Tinker AFB, Oklahoma in 1971.
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Comparison of AFGE Local 997 and AFGE 
Local 916 Findings
This section compares relevant portions of the sampled AFGE Local 
997 membership responses with those, obtained by Lnundo^^in his 1971 
study of AFGE Local 916 at Tinker AFB, Oklahoma. Although it is recog­
nized that changing conditions in personnel administration, the equities 
of pay and fringe benefits, and generalized perception changes in the 
workforce may influence responses, it is believed that the motivations 
for joining unions are fundamental to the basic character of a workforce 
(in this case Civil Service employees of the U.S. Air Force) and are rela­
tively unchanging in the short run.
Tinker AFB was in 1971, and still is, a major logistics depot of 
the U.S. Air Force. It utilizes a wide variety of skills in its civilian 
employee workforce. The range of duties performed range fi*om procurement, 
storage and distribution of contractor produced goods, to light manufacturg­
ing, and major aircraft engine overhaul. At the time of Imundo’s survey,
27
Tirilcer had 23,078 employees. Tinker is located at a major metropolitan 
area and draws its workforce from this area and surrounding urban and 
rural communities. Oklahoma had a relatively low rate of union represent­
ation in its non-agricultural workforce at the time of the survey (16.7
28 29percent) and now has a 15 percent representation.
The Maxwell-Gunter complex, as described in Chapter III of this 
study^ ^composes the major elements of Air University, Air University is 
a unit dedicated to conducting professional military and technical educat­
ion, research and doctrinal studies in designated fields. The skills mix 
existing in the workforce is typical of that found in most other Air Force 
Base support units. These range from predominantly clerical in the
192
colleges and schools, technical (i.e. computer programmers, analysts, 
plans and programs technicians, audio-visual and printing, accountants, 
etc.) in the headquarters and specialized organizations, to the mechanical 
skills typically found in facilities maintenance units (i.e. plumbers, 
electricians, firemen, carpenters, groundskeepers, and security personnel). 
At the time of this survey, the Maxwell-Gunter workforce consisted of 
2,268 enployees,^^,792 of which were in the bargaining unit. The Maxwell- 
Gunter complex is located at the edge of a sizeable metropolitan area and 
draws its workforce from this area and surrounding smaller communities. 
Alabama ranks slightly higher than Oklahoma in the percentage of union 
membership in its non-agricultural workforce (19.I percent compared to 
15 percent).
In comparing the organizations in other terms, it should be noted
that the blue-collar/tfhite-collar mix in the Tinker workforce was 70 and
3230 percent respectively. The corresponding figures for the Maxwell-Gunter
complex is 45.3 percent blue-collar and 54,7 percent white-collar. The
33average age of the Tinker workforce in 1971 was 43 years. The average 
age of white-collar employees at Maxwell-Gunter is 46 years and the blue- 
collar average age is 52.6 yeai’s.
Although a statistical analysis was performed on all questions of 
the union member questionnaire, using percentages of responses obtained 
by Imundo as the expected frequency, only those relating to reasons for 
joining the AFGE will be presented and discussed. This is deemed ad- 
viseable in the interest of brevity and understanding. It is not the 
contention of the author that these samples are from the same workforce. 
However; enough similarities are believed to exist to make the comparison 
meaningful.
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In reviewing the comparison made of the demographic profiles of 
the two surveys, it should be noted that a significantly higher proport­
ion of respondents in the Local 997 survey were bom in Alabama than 
observed at Tinker (bom in Oklahoma). However; Imundo*s conclusion 
was that he was observing an Oklahoma born workforce. ^ *^Essentially the 
same condition existed in attending school in the state (Alabama or 
Oklahoma).
A significantly higher proportion of both the blue and whit&- 
collar union members at Maxwell-Gunter indicated their parents had be­
longed to a union than the sampled members at Tinker. The same held 
true for the union being helpful to the parents.There was no signifi­
cant difference in the proportions which belonged to a union prior to 
coming to work at Maxwell-Gunter and Tinker.
In regard to the frequency of attendance at AïGE meetings, the 
blue-collar respondents at Maxwell-Gunter were significantly more active 
in attendance than the blue-collar respondents at Tinker. No signifi­
cant difference existed between the white-collar groups.
Questions 9 through 23 of the questionnaires used in this study 
and the Tinker study to survey union members are identical. In the 
following tables, the expected frequency is the aggregate group response 
observed by Imundo at Tinker.
In Table 4*62, a significant difference exists between the re­
sponses of the Maxwell-Gunter and Tinker AîGE members. The Maxwell- 
Gunter menbers did perceive more social (informal group) pressure to
join than did the Tinker group. However; this social pressure did not
37appear to be a significant factor in either study.^  The intragroup
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analysis reveals that the source of the significance is attributable 
to the blue-collar group,
TABLE 4.62
DID YOU JOIN THE AFGE BECAUSE 
YOUR FRIENDS VffiRE I«IEMBERS? 
(MAX'JELL-GUNTER/TIMER COMPARISON)
Inter
Yes
Percentage
Observed
Don*t
No Know Yes
Percentage
Expected
Don’t 
No Know
Blue-collar 18,6 78 3.4 10 88 1
White-collar
Total
161I
35.3 iSiT3
0
3.4
10 ^  0 
20 177 Î
Chi-square 19.146 Significance Level , 01
IntrasrouD j £ Significance Level
Blue-collar 14.292 .01
White-collar 4.854 N.S.
In Table 4.63 a significant difference exists between the re- 
sponses of the Tinker and Maxwell-Gunter groups. Although this measure­
ment of the relative importance of social group pressure to join was 
perceived greater in the Maxwell-Gunter group (the source of the signifi­
cance lies within the white-collar group response), this form of social 
motivation does not emerge as a major reason for joining.
Also, in Table 4.64 a significant intergroup difference exists 
between the Maxwell-Gunter and Tinker ^^ responses. The white-collar 
responses are almost identical, with a slightly higher indication of 
this form of social pressure being detected in the Maxwell-Gunter blue- 
collar response.
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TABLE 4.63
DID YOU FEEL THAT YOU V.’ERE PRESSURED BY 
YOUR FRIEHDS INTO JOINIIC THE AFGE? 
(l4AXi-JELIr-GUin’ER/TINKER COI-ÎPARISON)
Inter
Groun Yes
Percentage
Observed
No
Don't
Know Yes
Percentage
Expected
No
Don't
Know
Blue-collar 8.5 88.1 3.4 0 98 1
VJhit e-collar 
Total
11.1
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88.9
177
0
3.4
1
Ï
28
I9&
0
Î
Chi-square 106.255 Significance Level .01
Intrasrouo Significance Level
Blue-collar 3.4 N.S.
White-collar 102.855 .01
TABLE 4.64
DID YOU FEEL THAT YOU I ^ E  PRESSURED BY PEOPLE 
OTHER THAN YOUR FRIENDS INTO JOINIÎD THE AFGE?
(maxnellt-g u n t e r/t i n k e r c o m p a r i s o n)
Percentage
Observed
Percentage
Expected
Inter
Group Yes No
Don't
Know Yes No
Don't
Know
Blue-collar 13.6 86.4 0 8 90 1
VJhito-coUar 2.8 2àJk 2.8 2 22 1
Total 374 180.8 2.8 10 185 2
Chi-square 8.628 Significance Level .02
Intragroup Significance Level
Blue-collar 5.064 N.S.
White-collar 3.564 No S.
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In reviewing the responses to questions 9i 10, and 11 (relating 
to social pressure to join), it must be concluded that social pressure 
to join the AFGE was detected in both workforces but was not a primary 
motivation to join in this study or Imundo*s Tinker findings. However; 
evidence of social motivation was significantly stronger at Maxwell- 
Gunter than at Tinker.
Questions 12 and 13 (Tables 4*65 and 4»66) deal with a combination 
of psychological and economic motivation.
TABLE 4.65
DID YOU JOIN THE AFGE BECAUSE YOU BELIEVE 
THAT IT GAN HELP YOU PERSONALLY?
(MAS-JEIIr-GUHTER/TINKER COMPARISON)
Liter
Yes
Percentage
Observed
No
Don't
Know Yes
Percentage
Expected
No
Don't
Know
Blue-collar 96.7 3.3 0 85 9 4
FJhit e-collar 
Total
11.1
11.1 iS M 9
Chi-square 14.168 Significance Level .01
Intragroup Sienificance Level
Blue-collar 6.22 .05
White-collar 7.948 .02
In response to the question above, the blue-collar group difference 
results from a significantly higher number of Maxwell-Gunter blue-collar 
responses that the union could help them personally. The opposite occur­
red in the white-collar response. The significance of the white-collar 
response appears to be highly influenced by a "Don't Know" response by
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the I-îaxwell-Giinter group which is over twice as large as the Tinker 
white-collar group, Both the I4axwell-Gunter and Tinker groups ex­
pressed a very strong belief that the union could help then personally#
TABLE 4.66
DID YOU JOIN THE AFGE BECAUSE YOU BELIEVE 
IN THE PURPOSES OF LABOR UNIONS? 
(MAXI'JELL-GUNTER/TINKER COMPARISON)
Inter
Grout) Yes
Percentage
Observed
No
Don't
Know Yes
Percentage
Ejqjected
No
Don't
Know
Blue-collar 93.2 6.8 0 86 8 5
VJhit e-collar 
Total 1^ 276 m
11.1
11.1
80
iS^
10 8 
18 13
Chi-square 13.223 Significance Level .01
Intragroup Significance Level
Blue-collar 1.782 N.S.
T'Jhite-coUar 11.4A1 .01
As was observed in the response in Table 4.65» the blue-collar 
group at Maxs-fdJL—Gunter expressed a significantly higher level of agree­
ment with the question. Similarly, the white-collar Max^ zell-Gunter group 
expressed a lower degree of belief that they joined due to a belief in 
the purposes of unions. However; in both groups, at both locations, this 
question evoked a very large positive response. It must be concluded, 
in view of the responses to questions 12 and 13 in both studies that the 
belief the union could help the anployee personally and agreement with 
the basic purposes of unions emerge as highly significant factors in the 
decision of the sampled AFGE members to join the union. This supports
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psychological and economic reasons for joining.
Questions 14 and 15 (Tables 4» 6? and 4» 68) provide further ii>- 
sight into the psychological reasons, and relative strength, in conv- 
paring the two groups,
TABLE 4.6?
BEFORE JOINirJG THE AFGE, DID YOU FEEL THAT MANAGEMENT 
HAD BEEN UNFAIR IN DEAUI^ TJITH WORKERS?
(I-IAXNELL-GUNTER/TINKER COMPARISON)
Percentage
Observed
Inter
Grout) Yes
Don't
No Know Yes
Percentage
Expected
No
Don't
Know
Blue-collar 67,8 20.3 11.9 80 12 8
White-collar
Total
224
145%
11.1
31.4
11.1
23 M f 81ÏÏ
Chi-square 20.949 Significance Level ,01
Intragroup j £ Significance Level
Blue-collar 9.5 .01
White-collar 11.448 ,01
A significant difference does exist between the responses of the 
Maxwell-Gunter and Tinker groups, A lower proportion of the blue-collar 
group at Maxwell-Gunter believed that management had treated them unfair­
ly before joining the AFGE than the corresponding group at Tinker,^
A higher proportion of the Maxwell-Gunter manbers voiced this opinion 
in the white-collar ranks than was observed at Tinker, A larger "Don't 
Know" response at I-Iaxwell—Gunter appears to contribute substantially to 
the intergroup significance. Data at both locations indicate a strong
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opinion that managonent had treated the respondents unfairly before they 
joined the AFGE,
TABLE 4.68
BEFORE JOINING THE AFGE, DID YOU FEEL THAT î-îAIIAGïIffiNT WOULD 
NOT PAY ATTENTION TO THAT WORKERS HAD TO SAY? 
(>îAXî-JELL-GUNYER/TINKER COMPARISON)
Inter
Grouo Yes
Percentage
Observed
No
Don't
Know Yes
Percentage
Expected
No
Don't
Know
Blue-collar 64.4 23.7 11,9 84 9 6
TIhit e-collar 
Total i i i f
22.2
45.9 a M
22 I
32 13
Chi-square 34.839 Significance Level ,01
Intrasrouo Sienificance Level
Blue-collar 34.384 .01
TJhit e-collar 0,455 N.S.
A significant difference exists between the Maxwell-Gunter and 
Tinker group responses. This difference is attributable to a significant­
ly lower perception on the part of the Maxwell-Gunter blue-collar group 
that management would not pay attention to what workers had to say, A 
substantial majoiûty of blue and white-collar respondents at both locations 
indicated they felt management would not pay attention to what workers had 
to say.
In assessing the meaning contained in the responses to questions 
14 and 15, it must be concluded that the sampled manbers at both locations 
were of the opinion that management had been unfair in dealing with workers 
before they joined the union and that management would not pay attention
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to what workers had to say. This conclusion supports the psychological 
reason for these menters joining the AR}E,
Questions l6 and 17 provided responses as to whether the members 
believed managenent had treated employees more fairly since the AFGE 
had been the exclusive bargaining agent and whether the menbers felt 
that managenent paid more attention to what they had to say after join-
I O
ing the AFGE, In response to both questions, at both locations, the 
members were of the opinion that management had treated then more fair­
ly since being represented by AFGE and paid more attention to what they 
had to say since joining the AFGE,
Questions 18 and 19 addressed the issues of whether the Civil 
Service systen protects the rights of individual government employees 
and whether the Civil Service system should be.discontinued. The Tinker 
group^*^eld a significantly stronger opinion that the Civil Service sys— 
ten does not protect the rights of individual employees than the Maxwell— 
Gunter group. Both groups further expressed a strong and significant 
opinion that the Civil Service systen should not be discontinued in re­
sponse to question 19.
Questions 20 and 21 (Tables 4.69 and 4.70) are directed toward 
the economic motivation for the sampled members joining the AFGE, In 
Table 4.&9 the Tinker group^ w^as significantly stronger in its belief 
that AFGE membership is the best way to get wage and fringe benefit ii>- 
creases. However; both groups appear firmly convinced that the AFGE is 
highly beneficial in terms of gaining economic benefits. Question 21, 
in Table 4.70, addresses the desireability of the AFGE engaging in col­
lective bargaining with the government on economic issues.
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TABLE 4.69
DO YOU FEEL TUAT I-5I-IBERSHIP IN THE AFGE IS THE BEST WAY TO GET 
WAGE AND FRIÎKE BEHEFIT INCREASES FROM THE C-OVERM-IENT? 
(MAXliJELL4}UNrER/TINIvSR COMPARISON)
Percentage
Observed
Percentage
Ebqjected
Inter
Gronn Yes No
Don’t
Know Yes No
Don’t
Know
Blue-collar 82.1 8.5 8.5 83 8 8
I'Jhit e-collar All 11.4 Ik 10 12
Total 148.8 19.9 31.4 159 18 20
Chi-square 11.554 Significance Level .01
Intrasrouo Significance Level
Blue-collar 0.062 N.S.
I'Jhite-collar 11.491 .01
TABLE 4.70
DO YOU BELIEVE THAT THE AFGE, ACTING FOR YOU, SHOULD BARGAIN 
VniTH I4ANAGEÎ-lEITr TO GET WAGE AND FRINGE BEÎŒFIT INCREASES? 
(MAXl-JELL-GUNTER/TI^ IKER COMPARISON)
Percentage
Observed
Percentage
Expected
Inter
Grouo Yes No
Don’t
Know Yes No
Don’t
Know
Blue-collar 91.5 3.4 5.1 89 6 4
%it e-collar 
Total 178.8 9
1 _
12.1
æ
1 ^
8
14
11
15
Chi-square 4.338 Significance Level N.S.
Intra grout) ± Significance Level
Blue-collar 1.48 N.S.
Vlhite-coUar 2.84 N.S.
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In Table 4» 70, both groups at both locations indicated a very 
strong opinion that APOE should engage in bargaining with the govern­
ment on economic issues. The Maxwell-Gxinter group was slightly, but 
not significantly, stronger in this opinion than the Tinker group.
The combined responses produced by questions 20 and 21 provide very 
strong evidence that the economic motivation was a highly significant 
factor in influencing manbers of both surveys to join the AFGE,
Questions 22 and 23 (Tables 4»71 and 4.72) are designed to assess 
opinions relative to the strike right and propriety of strikes by fede­
ral anployees.
TABLE 4,71
DO YOU FEEL THAT, WHEN ALL ELSE FAILS, GOVEHIBIENT Et-IPLOYEES 
SHOULD BE ALLGI'JED TO GO ON STRIKE THE SAI-IE AS WORKERS 
OUTSIDE OF GOVERNMENT ARE ALLOI-JED TO STRIKE THEIR
EMPLOYERS?
(MAXI'ÎELL-GUIWER/TIIKER COMPARISON)
Inter
Grout) Yes
Percentage
Observed
No
Don*t
Know Yes
Percentage
Expected
Don’t 
No __  Know
Blu^collar 47.5 44.1 3.5 35 53 10
White-collar
Total 903 78,8
22,2
30,7
^  ^  10 
^ 1 1 6  20
Chi—square 46,883 Significance Level ,01
Intrazrouo Significance Level
Blue-collar 6,183 .05
White-collar 40,7 ,01
A highly significant difference exists between the Maxwell-Gunter
in
and Tinker groups on this question. Both the blue and white-collar
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Maxwell-Gunter groups indicated a significantly higher opinion that fede­
ral employees should have the strike right. However; no group at Maxwell- 
Gunter or Tinker held this view as a majority. It is believed that the 
shift in opinion noted is of great interest and indicative of a coming 
majority opinion that the strike right should be granted in the govern­
ment.
TABLE 4.72
IF THE AFGE CALLED A STRIKE, BECAUSE OF A PROBLEM 
VJITH I-IAIjAGECaTT, UOULD YOU GO OUT ON STRIKE? 
(MAXI-JELL-GUNTER/TIFKER COMPARISON)
Inter
Yes
Percentage
Observed
No
Don’t
Know Yes
Percentage
Expected
Don’t 
No Know
Blue-collar 47.5 30.5 22 26 45 28
I'Jhite-coUar
Total 63:7 m 1844 # f
Chi-square 35.896 Significance Level .01
Intraeroun j5 Significance Level
Blue-collar 23.735 .01
Nhite-collar 12.161 .01
As was true in the question 22 response, a highly significant dif­
ference exists in the comparison of the I4axifell-Gunter and Tinlcer responses. 
The Ifexwell—Gunter group expresses a significantly higher opinion that 
they would go out on strike. The presence of a very large "Don’t Know" 
response exists in both groups.
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In summary, this comparison of the findings of Imundo at Tinker 
in 1971 snd the findings of this inquiry at the Kaxwell-Gunter congjlex 
leads to the following conclusions.
1, Social reasons for joining the APSE were present to a stronger 
degree in the I-Iaxwell-Gunter findings than at Tinker, However; in both 
cases the social reasons were insignificant in comparison to other rea­
sons given,
2, A combination of psychological and economic reasons emerge as 
the primary reason the I-Iaxwell-Gunter and Tinker groups joined the APSE,
3, A large majority of both groups analyzed were of the opinion 
that management had been unfair and paid more attention to them after 
they joined and that they were not adequately protected by the Civil Ser­
vice systan, A large majority of both groups believed that the APGE 
should bargain on economic issues,
4, A significant difference was evident in the opinion of the 
Maxwell-Gunter and Tinker groups on the propriety of the strike right 
for federal employees and an expression of a willingness to strike. The 
Maxwell-Gunter group gave a higher positive response to both the strike 
right and the act of striking. However; a majority in support of these 
issues did not exist.
The following Chapter tests the hypotheses of this study and offers 
a summary and conclusions.
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CHAPTER Y
SUI-IMARY AM) CONCLUSIONS 
Approximately seven years have passes since the publication of 
Imundo’s inquiry into the reasons members of AFGE Local 916 at Tinker 
AFB, Oklahoma joined the AFGE, Given the evolving nature of federal 
sector labor-management relations and personnel administration, it was 
deemed desireable to partially replicate Imundo's research design in 
another AFGE Local and determine the motivation of that selected group 
of members for joining. Further, the literature yields only two in­
quires into the opinions of non-union federal employees. One of these
dealt with attitudes of nort-ionion white-collar employees‘*'and the other
2
with attitudes of federal scientists and engineers toward unions,
A study had not been done which compared blue and white-collar union 
member opinions and motivations with blue and white-collar non-union 
members of the same workforce. Similarly, no published study provided 
a comparison of union member and non-union employee perceptions of goven>- 
raent employee unions and officers of these unions.
The first three Chapters of this study are devoted to establishing 
the significance of federal labor relations, previous research on federal 
labor relations, and reasons for workers joining or not joining unions
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and describing the labor^ ïianagement relationship existing at the site 
of the survey. Chapter 17 described the sample and data analysis 
methodology, presented the findings based on this survey, and compared 
selected questions in the survey with Imundo's findings at Tinker AFB,
In this concluding Chapter, the hypotheses formulated for this 
study are tested and accepted or rejected. Although the data is be­
lieved to be representative of the AFGE union membership and non-union 
employees in the bargaining unit at the Maxwell-Gunter complex, the 
extension of the conclusions to other locales of the federal govern­
ment must be done with extreme caution. The conclusions stated in this 
study are not intended as a general theory of federal employee motivat­
ion for joining or declining to join a union.
The data pertaining to the sampled members of APSE Local 997 and 
non-union employees reveals the follov/ing findings which are considered 
of significance.
1. Of the 73» 5 percent of the union member respondents who were 
born in Alabama, 78 percent also attended school there.
2. Only 27.7 percent of the union member respondents indicated 
that one of their parents had been a union monber. Of these, 89.2 per­
cent stated the union had been beneficial to their parent(s).
3. Of the sampled union members, 34.1 percent had belonged to a 
union at some point in their work history prior to working at Maxwell- 
Gunter.
4. Over 47 percent of the union member respondents had been 
employed at Maxwell-Gunter for over 15 years and the same percentage 
were also over 50 years old. The highest level of representation occurs
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in the over 50 age group for blue-collar employees and the 2*1-50 age 
group for white-collar employees.
5. Various forms of social pressure appears to account for about 
25 percent of the union member respondents* decision to join,
6. The strongest reasons to join, as revealed by the data, appears 
to be psychological and economic. The belief that the union could help 
the menber and a belief in the purposes of labor unions were very strong 
(84.8 percent and 80.2 percent respectively). The importance of the psy­
chological reason for joining is strengthened by the 73»3 percent of the 
union member response that management had been unfair to workers and
68.7 percent who felt management would not pay attention to workers be­
fore they joined the union. Further, 54.2 percent of the sarrçiled union 
members were of the opinion that the Civil Service system does not pro­
tect their rights. Similarly, 73.6 percent of the union member respon­
dents expressed the opinion that APGE membership is the best way to get 
higher economic benefits and 89.2 percent believed the AFGE should bar^ 
gain with the government for these benefits.
7. As to the propriety of the strike in the government, 45 per­
cent of the union member respondents expressed the opinion they should 
be allowed to strike and 34.6 percent indicated they would go on strike.
8. The sampled union members expressed a highly favorable opinion 
of government employee unions and the officers of these unions.
9. Of the 60.8 percent of the non-union respondents who were 
bom in Alabama, 69.9 percent also attended school there.
10. Only 19.4 percent of the non-union respondents indicated their 
parents had belonged to a union. Of this group, 72.9 percent stated that 
the union had been beneficial to their parents.
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11. A small proportion (18,7 percent) of the sampled non-union 
employees had belonged to a union before, entering the Maxwell-Gmter 
workforce.
12. The largest percentage (35«l) of the non-union respondents 
had been employed at Maxwell-Gunter over 15 years. The next largest 
grouping occurred at the less than five years level (31 percent).
13. Less than 15 percent of the non-union members indicated any 
form of social pressure upon them not to join the AFGE.
14. A substantial proportion (37.3 percent) of the norunembers 
indicated they declined to join because they didn’t believe the union 
could help them personally. Another 14.6 percent indicated they de­
clined due to opposition to union purposes.
15. In regard to the relationship between labor and management,
49.4 percent of the nonr-union respondents were of the opinion that 
management had not been unfair in dealing with workers and 40.6 percent 
felt that management paid attention to what the workers said. This 
appears to indicate the satisfaction of some psychological needs in the 
relationship between workers and management.
16. Only 22 percent of the non-union respondents believed that 
managanent treated workers better since AFGE began representing than and 
only 27 percent felt management paid more attention to APGE manbers.
17. A majority (53.7 percent) of the non-union respondents felt 
that the Civil Service system protected their rights and strongly opposed 
its discontinuance.
18. The non-union respondents were not convinced that the APGE 
is effective in securing higher economic benefits (only 24.8 percent
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indicated the AKxE was the best way to obtain higher benefits).
However; 48.9 percent of the respondents believed AEUE should bargain 
with the government.
19. The strike is not accepted as a legitimate practice by the 
non-union respondents. Only 27.5 percent believed the strike right should 
exist, and only 14.7 percent indicated they would go on strike. Almost
15 percent indicated they would join the AFGE if it had a right to strike.
20, The non-union respondents expressed a favorable impression
of federal employee unions and were undecided in their impression of fede­
ral employee union officers.
Based on the findings of this study, the following hypotheses are 
accepted or rejected as indicated.
Hypothesis 1 - The reasons why the sampled blue-collar and white- 
collar AFGE Local 997 members joined the union are significantly diffe­
rent from the reasons why workers in the private sector join unions.
Accepted. Bakke, Seidman, et. al., Walker and Guest, and Rose 
found that social pressure or the satisfaction of a social need was a 
strong motivator in the decision of private sector workers to join unions. 
These same writers also found evidence of attendant psychological moti­
vations. Chamberlin and link found an economic or results motivation to 
be the strongest factor. It was concluded in Chapter II of this study 
that white-collar workers join primarily for psychological reasons, with 
social and economic reasons being relatively less important. In review­
ing the findings of this study, it must be concluded that both blue and 
white-collar union member respondents joined for psychological and eco­
nomic reasons. Social reasons appeared very weak in comparison to psjH- 
chological and economic reasons.
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Hypothesis 2 — The sampled blue-collar and white-collar APGE Local 
997 members joined the union for the same reasons.
Accepted, in view of the rationale given in response to Hypothesis 
1 above and the fact that no significant difference exists in the blue 
and white-collar union menber responses contained in Tables 4*15, 4*16, 
4*21 and 4*22 in Chapter IV, These questions address psychological and 
economic issues respectively.
Hypothesis 3 - The perception of the sampled blue-collar and whit^ 
collar APGE Local 997 msnbers of government employee unions is favorable. 
Accepted. The blue and white-collar union rasnbers responses to 
the first 18 questions of Part II of the questionnaire used for union mem­
bers were significant in the hypothesized direction (Table 4,27),
Hypothesis 4 — The perception of the sampled blue-collar and 
white-collar APGE Local 997 msmbers of government employee unions is the 
same.
Accepted. Significant differences were recorded between the blue 
and white-collar responses to only five of the 18 questions. Inspection 
of the data revealed that a substantially large "Don't Know" response by 
the white-collar union menber group was responsible for this difference 
in all five questions (Table 4,27),
Hypothesis 5 - The perception of the sampled blue-collar and 
white-collar APGE Local 997 members of government employee union officers 
is favorable.
Accepted, The blue and white-collar union member responses to 12 
of the 13 questions pertaining to this hypothesis in Part II of the union 
member questionnaire were significant in the hypothesized direction (Table 
4,27),
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Hypothesis 6 - The perception of the sampled blu^coUar and 
white-collar AFGE Local 997 members of government employee union offi­
cers is the same.
Accepted, Although significantly different responses were re­
corded between blue and white-collar responses in six of the 13 ques­
tions pertaining to union officers in Part H  of the union member ques­
tionnaire, an investigation of the differences revealed that the sig­
nificance was attributable to a proportionately larger "Don't Know" 
response by the white-collar group.
Hypothesis 7 — The reasons why the sampled blue-collar and white- 
collar employees did not join the APGE are significantly different from 
the reasons why workers in the private sector did not join unions.
Accepted, Bakke concluded that the values of the worker's social 
group were the controlling factor in the decision to join a union. It 
follows that if the worker's social group did not value collective (union) 
actions, this would emerge as a strong reason for not joining, Seidman, 
London and Karsh saw family background, prior work and union experience, 
and personal ejqjerience in the workplace as being important factors.
It follows that a lack of prior association with the union, a relative 
lack of union e^ qjerience in the family experience and a relatively high 
level of satisfaction with psychological and economic conditions in the 
workplace would serve to demotivate the worker toward union membership, 
Chamberlin and Link concluded that economic and job security concerns 
were the primary motivators for joining a union. In the investigation 
into the reasons private sector white-collar workers have joined unions,' 
it was concluded that psychological reasons were the most important.
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Economie and social factors were deemed to be relatively less important.
In assessing the responses of the sampled non-union employees to 
questions relating to the points raised above, the following is signifi­
cant. Almost 6l percent of the respondents were born in Alabama and
69.9 percent went to school there. Only 19.4 percent indicated one of 
their parents had belonged to a union and only 18.7 percent indicated they 
had belonged to a union prior to their current job. This indicates that 
the respondents come from a social background which is not pro-union.
This is in agreement with the expectation based upon the litera­
ture. Various forms of social pressure did not emerge as a significant 
reason for not joining (Tables 4.38, 4.39, and 4.40). In response to 
questions 12 and 13 of the non-union employee questionnare, a total of
51.9 percent of the respondents indicated they were either opposed to the 
purposes of unions or did not believe a union could help them personally 
(Tables 4.4L and 4.42). Non-union employee responses in Tables 4.43,
4.44, 4.48 and 4.50 support a conclusion that the psychological needs 
of the sampled employees are being met. Tables 4.52 and 4.53 indicate 
that the respondents do not believe the AEGE is effective in gaining 
economic benefits but would like to see it engage in real bargaining on 
economic issues. This supports a conclusion that even though some eco­
nomic dissatisfaction may exist in the non-union employees, the APGE is 
not perceived as a viable means of gaining satisfaction. In summary, 
the sampled non-union blue and white-collar employees did not join the 
union for a combination of psychological and economic reasons. Social 
pressure not to join was not a significant factor.
Hypothesis 8 — The sampled blue-collar and white-collar employees 
declined to join the APGE for the same reasons.
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Accepted, Tables 4,38, 4*39 and 4*40 reveal social pressure 
was not a major reason for not joining the APGE, As stated in the r ^ 
sponse to Hypothesis 7, the psychological and economic needs of the 
employees appear to be satisfactorily met by the employer.
Hypothesis 9 - The perception of government employee unions, of 
the sampled blue-collar and white-collar non-union employees is the same. 
Accepted, As noted in the analysis of Part II of the non-union 
questionnaire (Table 4*60), there was a significant difference in the 
blue and white-collar response in only four of the 18 questions. All 
group responses were in the same direction.
Hypothesis 10 - The perception of government employee unions, of 
the sampled blue-collar and white-collar non-union onployees who declined 
to join is favorable, but is not as favorable as the perception of union 
members by a significant margin.
Accepted, Although four of the 3^  intragroup analyse in the first 
18 questions of Part H, nonr-union questionnaire (Table 4,60) were not 
significant, it must be concluded that an overall favorable impression 
of government employee unions does exist. Inspection of the data in 
Table 4,61 reveals that the sampled APGE menbers hold a significantly 
more favorable perception than do the nonr-union respondents.
Hypothesis 11 - The perception of the sampled blue-collar and 
white-collar non-union employees of government employee union officers 
is favorable but not as favorable as the perception of union members by 
a significant margin.
Rejected, Data contained in questions 19 through 31 (Part II) 
of the non-union questionnaire responses (Table 4*60) reveals that the
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sampled non-union enployees are undecided as to their perception of govern­
ment enployee union officers.
Hypothesis 12 — The perception of the sampled blue-collar and white- 
collar non-union employees of government employee union officers is the 
same.
Accepted. Although as noted in the discussion of Hypothesis 11 
above, this is meaningless in terms of favorability of perception. It 
must be concluded the perception of both blue and white-collar noi^union 
employees is undecided.
Conclusions
The federal sector labor^ management relationship is still under­
going a difficult maturation process. The federal sector unions are 
hopeful of an expanded scope of bargaining, and younger meribers now enter­
ing the federal workforce have difficulty accepting the constraints of 
the sovereignty doctrine and the Civil Service system. Federal sector 
management is faced with increasing demands to do more with less and is 
seeking additional ways of enhancing productivity.
The findings of this study, in the AFGE member group, indicate 
serious reservations about the relationship between themselves and manage­
ment. The Civil Service system is not viewed as being a reliable protector 
of their rights and a large majority believe the scope of bargaining should 
be expanded to include economic issues.
The primary reasons for these sampled members joining the AFGE 
were a combination of economic and psychological. This is strongly sup­
portive of the conclusion that workers view the union as necessary to 
assert their views and secure economic gains.
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The strike is gaining acceptability among federal anployee union 
members as a means of asserting views and gaining economic demands. The 
data in this survey reveals that over one third of the union members 
would actually go on strike. This number is sufficient to have a serious 
impact on the capability of an organization to meet its production goals.
The sampled union members are convinced of the necessity for 
government employee unions and hold highly favorable perceptions of the 
unions and their officers.
It appears that federal employee unions have a secure future in 
representing federal employees and will more closely resemble private 
sector unions in objectives and tactics in the future.
The possibility of actions on the part of the federal government 
to meet demands for economic bargaining and a "better" syston than the 
Civil Service system does not appear promising. In fact, the opposite 
appears more likely.
A majority of the non-union aiçiloyees indicated they declined to 
join because of a lack of belief that the union could help them personally 
or opposition to the purposes of labor unions. Social pressure did not 
energe as a significant factor in declining to join. This finding plus 
a substantial positive response to those questions relating to satisfact­
ion of psychological and economic needs indicate that management is per­
ceived, by the non-union onployees, as satisfying the psychological and 
economic needs of these employees.
Although the non-union manbers expressed a favorable opinion of 
government employee unions, there is doubt that these unions are effect­
ive within the constraints of the current federal labor-management relat­
ionship. This is evidenced by the finding that only 24.8 percent of this
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group indicated they considered the AîGE the best way to gain economic 
benefits. Further, almost half of the non-union enployees were of the 
opinion that AFGE should bargain with the government for economic benefits.
Non-union member employees do not view the strike as an acceptable 
means for federal employees to assert thonselves. As noted earlier, only
27.5 percent believe the strike right should exist and an even smaller 
percentage indicated they would go on strilce. However; this percentage 
which indicated they would strike, acting in concert with AFGE members, 
could result in over half of the workforce actually going on strike.
The non-union employees hold a favorable perception of federal em­
ployee unions. They are just not convinced that these unions can 'direct­
ly benefit them in the current labor-managanent environment. If there is 
a degradation in management's satisfaction of the psychological and eco­
nomic needs of employees, many of these anployees will join a union. If 
the federal employee unions achieve an expanded scope of bargaining, they 
may be able to attract new members based on anticipated gains.
At the local level, it appears that the relationship between AFGE 
Local 997 and the Maxwell-Gunter complex could continue relatively un­
changed for the next few years. However; the Maxwell-Gunter workforce is 
aging, as well as the Local menbership. A substantial turnover must occur 
in the next few years. Aggressive recruiting action must be taken by the 
Local if it is to maintain its place in the labor force. The attitudes 
of these new members and the succeeding generation of managers at Maxwell- 
Gunter will no doubt be influenced by the opinions revealed in this survey. 
Tougher bargaining by the union and more effective human resource manage­
ment by the new managers will no doubt occur.
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If managers are to be more effective in meeting the needs of em­
ployees, and therefore thwarting union organizing initiatives, they must 
concentrate on psychological and economic needs. Given that federal mana­
gers must work within the systen in the short run, and can only recommend 
action to agency managonent in the long run, it appears that operating 
managers could address the satisfaction of psychological and economic needs 
as follows.
In the satisfaction of psychological needs the manager must know 
his employees, listen to what they have to say, and insure they get a fair 
hearing on all issues. It is not necessary that the employee win every 
action he pursues. However; it is important that the employee understands 
the Civil Service systan and the rationale for decisions made. The unfortur- 
nate perception that the Civil Service system is an oppressive tool of 
management is all too prevalent.
In the satisfaction of economic needs, the federal manager must 
assist employees in advancing within the system. Obviously most economic 
rewards are outside the control of the lower level manager. However; as 
was noted in regard to the satisfaction of psychological needs, the mana­
ger must know his people. They all have skills, aspirations, and potent­
ial for advancement. The manager must show the employee how he can quali­
fy himself for greater economic rewards in the federal system.
Managanent must not be a passive, custodial function. It must be 
an aggressive, results-oriented approach to achieving optimum efficiency 
in federal operations. People are obviously one of the primary elements 
in the production function. An enlightened, sincere, people oriented 
management can maximize the human factor in the production function.
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Due to the privacy rights of individuals, the sensitivity of labors 
management relations in government organizations, and the relative lack 
of academic interest in federal labor relations, an insufficient amount 
of research is being conducted in this area. Additional research is need­
ed on an expanded departmental, geographical, and longitudinal basis in 
federal labor relations. This is an area of activity which can no longer 
be regarded as another form of "company” unionism. The consequences of 
shortfalls in the operation of the federal labor relations system have 
the potential for disastrous consequences for every American.
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THE
TROY STATE UNIVERSITY SYSTEM
FOUNDED 1887
TROY STATE UNIVERSITY IN MONTGOMERY, MAXWELL 
BUILDING 625
MAXWELL AFB, ALABAMA 36112 
Phone: (205)834-7140
Dear APGE Member
I am presently writing a research report on government employee 
unions, as a part of a degree program at the University of Oklahoma.
A summary of this research report will also be furnished to the Division 
of Business, Troy State University, Montgomery, AL. By completing the 
attached questionnaire, you can add to our knowledge of the purposes 
served by government employee unions. This survey has been reviewed and 
aooroved by the President of APGE Local 997 and the National President 
of* APGE.
The attached questionnaire will only take a few moments of your 
time to answer and requires only that you check the best answer, accord­
ing to your opinion. Your answers are strictly confidential and can in 
no way be related to you as an individual. Please do-not sign your 
name to the questionnaire or put your return on the envelope.
I would appreciate return of the questionnaire, in the addressed, 
postage-paid envelope, within one week after receipt.
Your cooperation will be sincerely appreciated.
Sincerely
HARVEY N. NYE 
Adjunct Instructor 
Business Division
■ Troy State University ■ 
Main Campus
Troy State University 
in Montgomery
Troy State University • 
at Fort Rucker
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PRIVACY ACT STATH-ÎENT 
FOR USAF SCN 77-lOOB
In accordance with paragraph 3O, APR 12-35, the following infor­
mation is provided by the Privacy Act of 1974»
The authority for collection of this data is 5 U.S.C. 3OI, 10 U.S.C. 
8012, and DOD Instruction 1100.13, 17 April I968.
The purpose for which this data is gathered is purely academic.
Data collected will be summarized, subjected to various statistical analy­
ses, and incorporated into a doctoral dissertation being prepared for sub­
mission to the Graduate School of Business, University of Oklahoma.
The statistical summaries produced as a result of this survey may 
be used in the future on a routine basis by others conducting research 
in this area.
Participation in this survey is purely voluntary. Any individual 
desiring not to furnish the information requested may do so without fear 
of personal identification or any future adverse impact.
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Confidential Questionnaire 
(Part l)
Please check the one best answer;
1. Were you bom in Alabama?
A. ( ) Yes B. ( ) No
2. While you were between 7 and 18 years old:
A. Did you attend school in Alabama?
( ) Yes ( ) No
B. Did either of your parents belong to a labor union?
( ) Yes ( ) No ( ) Don't Know
C. If yes, did they feel that the union was helpful to then?
( ) Yes ( ) No ( ) Don't Know
3. Before you began to work at Maxwell/Gunter, did you ever belong 
to a union?
A. ( ) Yes B. ( ) No
4. How long have you worked at Maxwell/Gunt er?
A. ( ) Less than 5 years C. ( ) 11 to 15 years
B. ( ) 5 to 10 years D. ( ) Over 15 years
5. Is your job classified as:
A, ( ) Wage Board B. ( ) General Schedule
6. How old are you?
A, ( ) Less than 30 years C. ( ) 4L to 50 years
B. ( ) 30 to 40 years D. ( ) Over 50 years
7. How long have you been a member of the American Federation of 
Government Snployees (APGE)?
A, ( ) Less than 2 years C. ( ) 6 to 10 years
B. ( ) 2 to 5 years D. ( ) Over 10 years
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8, How many of the scheduled meetings of the APGE do you attend 
each year?
A. ( ) Less than 3 C, ( ) 8 to 12
B. ( ) 4 to 7
9. Did you join the APGE because your friends were menbers?
A, ( ) Yes B. ( ) No C. ( ) Don't Know
10, Did you feel that you were pressured by your friends into joining 
the APGE?
A, ( ) Yes B. ( ) No C, ( ) Don't ûiow
11, Did you feel that you were pressured by people other than your 
friends into joining the APGE?
A, ( ) Yes B. ( ) No G, ( ) Don't Know
12, Did you join the APGE because you believe that it can help you 
personally?
A, ( ) Yes B. ( ) No C, ( ) Don't Know
13, Did you join the APGE because you believe in the purposes of labor 
unions?
A, ( ) Yes B. ( ) No C, ( ) Don't Know
14* Before joining the APGE, did you feel that management had been 
unfair in dealing with workers?
A, ( ) Yes B, ( ) No C, ( ) Don't Know
15. Before joining the APGE, did you feel that management would not pay 
attention to what workers had to say?
A, ( ) Yes B. ( ) No C, ( ) Don't Know
16. Since the APGE has been the exclusive bargaining agent for Maxwell/
Gunter employees, has management treated the employees more fairly?
A, ( ) Yes B* ( ) No C. ( ) Don't Know
17. Since you joined the APGE, do you feel that management pays more
attention to what you have to say?
A, ( ) Yes B, ( ) No C. ( ) Don't Know
234
18, Do you feel that the Civil Service Systen protects the rights of 
individual government employees?
A, ( ) Yes B. ( ) No 0. ( ) Don't Know
19, Do you feel that the Civil Service Systen should be discontinued?
A, ( ) Yes B. ( ) No C. ( ) Don't Know
20, Do you feel that membership in the AIGE is the best way to get 
wage and fringe benefits increases from the government?
A, ( ) Yes B, ( ) No C, ( ) Don't Know
21, Do you believe that the AFGE, acting for you, should bargain with 
management to get wage and fringe benefit increases?
A, ( ) Yes B, ( ) No C, ( ) Don't Know
22, Do you feel that, when all else fails, government employees should
be allowed to go on strike the same as workers outside of govern­
ment are allowed to strilce their onployers?
A, ( ) Yes B, ( ) No C, ( ) Don't lùiow
23, If the APSE called a strike, because of a problem with management, 
would you go out on strike?
A, ( ) Yes B. ( ) No C, ( ) Don't üiow
24, The main reason that I joined the APSE was:
25, Is there anything else you might tell me that might be helpful?
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(Part II)
Think of your impression about government employee unions. How well 
do the following words describe unions as you see than? In the blank 
beside each phrase below, put an "X" in the column for "Yes'* if it 
describes government employee unions as you see them, for "No" if it 
doesn't describe than, for "?" if you cannot decide or don't know.
Unions;
1. Help people in trouble....,
2. Are democratic......... .
3. Hold back progress .
4. Have too much power.......
5. Are good for workers.......
6. Dues and fees are too high,
7. Force people to join who
don't want to........ .
Ô. Make trouble  ..... .
9. Are useless............ .
10. Keep management honest....,
11. Keep people from getting
pushed around........ .
12. Are corrupt......... .
13» Are benevolent....... .
14. Are violent............. .
15. Are necessary in most
organizations........ .
16. Are radical  ...... .
17. Are worthwhile  ... .
18. Protect jobs  ..... .
Yes ? %
>■
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Union officerst
19. Are honest..... ............
20. Are hardworking.....  ...
21. Are crooks  ... ........
22. Are helpful. ...........
23. Are highr-livers.................
24. Are up-to-date..... ...... .
25. Are effective  ..... .
26. Ask advice from raanbers.........
27. Make too much money.  ...
28. Are arrogant,...............
29. Are dependable..... .........
30. Are opinionated..............
31. Are efficient. ...... .
Yes 7 No
APPENDIX II
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THE
TROY STATE UNIVERSITY SYSTEM
FOUNDED 1887
TROY STATE UNIVERSITY IN MONTGOMERY, MAXWELL 
BUILDING 625
MAXWELL AFB, ALABAMA 36112
Phone; (205) 834-7140
Dear Buployee
I am presently writing a research report on government employee 
unions as a part of a degree program at the University of Oklahoma,
A summary of this research report will also be furnished to the Division 
of Business, Troy State University, Montgomery, AL. By completing the 
attached questionnaire, you can add to our knowledge of the purposes 
served by government employee unions. If you are an APGE member, do-not 
complete this questionnaire, since you may receive a questionnaire 
through AÎGE Local 997*
The attached questionnaire will only take a few moments of your 
time to answer and requires only that you check the best answer, accord­
ing to your opinion. Your answers are strictly confidential and can in 
no way be related to you as an individual. Please do-not sign your 
name to the questionnaire or put your return address on the envelope,
I would appreciate return of the questionnaire, in the addressed, 
postage-paid envelope, within one week after receipt.
Your cooperation will be sincerely appreciated.
Sincerely
HARVEY N, NYE 
Adjunct Instructor 
Business Division
• Troy State University • 
Main Campus
Troy State University • 
in Montjjomery
Troy Slate University - 
at Fort Rucker
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PRIVACY ACT STATEIffiNT 
FOR USAF SCN 77-lOOA .
In accordance with paragraph 30, APR 12—35, the following infor­
mation is provided by the Privacy Act of 1974*
The authority for collection of this data is 5 U.S.C. 301| 10 
U.S.C. 8012, and DOD Instruction 1100.13» 17 April I968,
The purpose for which this data is gathered is purely academic. 
Data collected will be summarized, subjected to various statistical 
analyses, and incorporated into a doctoral dissertation being prepared 
for submission to the Graduate School of Business, University of Oklahoma,
The statistical summaries produced as a result of this survey 
may be used in the future on a routine basis by others conducting 
research in this area.
Participation in this survey is purely voluntary. Any individual 
desiring not to furnish the information requested may do so without fear 
of personal identification or any future adverse impact.
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Confidential Questionnaire 
(Part I)
Please check the one best answer;
1, Were you bom in Alabama?
A. ( ) Yes B. ( ) No
2, While you were between 7 and IS years old:
A, Did you attend school in Alabama?
( ) Yes ( ) No
B. Did either of your parents belong to a labor union?
( ) Yes ( ) No ( ) Don't Know
0, If yes, did they feel the union was helpful to them?
( ) Yes ( ) No ( ) Don't Know
3. Before you began to work at Maxwell/Gunter, did you ever belong 
to a union?
A. ( ) Yes B. ( ..) No
4. How long have you worked at Maxwell/Gunt er?
A, ( ) Less than 5 years 0. ( ) 11 to 15 years
B, ( ) 5 to 10 years D, ( ) Over 15 years
5. Is your job classified as:
A. ( ) Wage Board B. ( ) General Schedule
6, How old are you?
A, ( ) Less than 30 years 0, ( ) 41 to 50 years
B« ( ) 30 to 40 years D. ( ) Over 50 years
7. Have you ever been asked to join the American Federation of 
Government Employees (AFGE)?
A. ( ) Yes B. ( ) No C. ( ) Don't Know
8, Did you decline to join the APGE because most of your friends 
were non-members?
A, ( ) Yes B* ( ) No 0. ( ) Don't Know
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9. Did you feel that you were pressured by your friends not to 
join the APGE?
A, ( ) Yes B, ( ) No C. ( ) Don't Know
10. Did you feel that you were pressured by people other than your 
friends not to join the APGE?
A. ( ) Yes B. ( ) No C. ( ) Don't Know
11. Did you decline to join the APGE because you felt that membership 
could not help you personally?
A, ( ) Yes B. ( ) No G. ( ) Don't Know
12. Did you not join the APGE because you are opposed to the purposes 
of labor unions?
A, ( ) Yes B. ( ) No C. ( ) Don't Know
13» Do you feel that management has been unfair in dealing with workers?
A. ( ) Yes B. ( ) No C. ( ) Don't Know
14-. Do you feel that management pays attention to what workers have to 
say?
A, ( ) Yes B, ( ) No C, ( ) Don't Know
15. Since the APGE has been the exclusive bargaining agent for Maxwell/ 
Gunter employees, has management treated the enployees more fairly?
A, ( ) Yes B. ( ) No C. ( ) Don't Know
16. Do you feel that management pays more attention to what APGE 
manbers have to say?
A. ( ) Yes B. ( ) No C. ( ) Don't Know
17. Do you feel that the Civil Service Systan protects the rights of 
individual government anployees?
A, ( ) Yes B, ( ) No 0. ( ) Don't Know
18. Do you feel that the Civil Service System should be discontinued?
A. ( ) Yes B. ( ) No C. ( ) Don't Know
19. Do you feel that membership in the APGE is the best way to get wage 
and fringe benefit increases from the government?
A. ( ) Yes B. ( ) No C. ( ) Don't Know
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20, Do you believe that the APGE should bargain with management to get 
wage and fringe benefit increases?
A, ( ) Yes B. ( ) No C. ( ) Don’t Know
21, Do you feel, when all else fails, government employees should be 
allowed to go on strike the same as workers outside of the government 
are allowed to strike their enployers?
A, ( ) Yes B. ( ) No C. ( ) Don’t lùiow
22, If the APGE called a strike, because of a problem with management, 
would you go out on strike?
A. ( ) Yes B, ( ) No C, ( ) Don’t Know
23, Would you join the APGE if government employees had the right to 
strike?
A, ( ) Yes B, ( ) No C. ( ) Don’t Know
24, The main reason that I did not join the APGE was:
25, Is there anything else that you might tell me that might be helpful?
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(Part II)
Think of your impression about government employee unions. How well 
do the following words describe unions as you see them? In the blank 
beside each phrase below, put an "X" in the column for "Yes" if it 
describes government enployee unions as you see then, for "No" if it 
doesn’t describe them, for "?" if you cannot decide or don’t know.
Unions;
1. Help people in trouble.....
2. Are democratic...... .
3. Hold back progress.......
4. Have too much power......
5. Are good for workers.......
6. Dues and fees are too high.
7. Force people to join who
don’t want to............
8. Make trouble.........
9. Are useless.........
10. Keep management honest.
11. Keep people ftom getting 
pushed around.........
12. Are corrupt....
13. Are benevolent.
14. Are violent....
15. Are necessary in most 
organizations.......
16, Are radical....
17, Are worthwhile.
18, Protect jobs...
Yes
:
2
'
No
m
2A4
Union officers;
19. Are honest .
20. Are hardworking.......
21. Are crooks...........
22. Are helpful..........
23. Are highr-livers.......
24. Are up-to-date .
25. Are effective  ...
26. Ask advice from members.
27. Make too much money.....
28. Are arrogant.........
29. Are dependable........
30. Are opinionated..... .
31. Are efficient........
Yes 7 No
APPENDIX III
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D E P A R T M E N T  OF T H E  A IR  FO RCE
HEADQUARTERS UNITED STATES AIR FORCE 
WASHINGTON. D C.
20314
PEPLYTO S O  1377
*rr.v or. DPCE
SUBJECT. Request for Survey Coordination, Union Attitude Questionnaire 
[Major Nye) (Your Itr, 10 Mar 77)
TO: HQ USAF/DPmPS
1. The survey is approved subject to the following conditions
a. Survey of union members. This survey must include 
the same privacy act and volunteer statement used in the 
survey of non-union members. .In addition, the letter to the 
union member respondents must include this statement: "This 
survey has been reviewed and approved by the President of 
AFGE Local 99 7 and the national President of AFGE."
b. Survey of non-union members. This survey must be 
administered in a way to preclude even an implication that 
Air Force management knows whether or not an employee is a 
union member. If such information is available to or main­
tained by management, it must be destroyed.
(1) The letter intended for non-union member respon­
dents must be addressed to "Dear Employee" rather than to a 
specifically named employee.
(2) The letter must state that if the respondent is 
a union member he or she should disregard the letter since he 
or she will receive a different questionnaire under AFGE 
Local 997 approval.
2. The letters may be sent through regular distribution 
channels, provided in group meetings, or made available at 
several pick-up points. Whatever method is used, copies must 
be provided to all employees to preclude any identification 
of whether or not an employee is a union member.
' ■-'Y ' Cy to: AU/Ei^V
ROBERT T. MrLEAN J
ébicf. Labor & Err.-.'':—  R Division
Directoicta oi Civilion
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DEPARTMENT OF THE AIR FORCE
HEADQUARTERS AIR FORCE MILITARY PERSONNEL CENTER  
RANDOLPH AIR FORCE BASE. TEXAS 78148
r REPLY TO
ATTN OF: DPMYPS S
I
SUBJECT: Request for Survey Approval (Your Ltrs, 13 Apr 77 and 
2 Mar 77)
TO- HQ AÜ/EDV
1. In conjunction with HQ USAF/DPCE, we have completed 
reviewing the two surveys submitted by Maj Nye. Necessary 
changes to the surveys are covered in their letter of
30 Mar 77, Atch 1, which you have received. Following 
compliance with the changes, the surveys are approved.
—  Union Attitude Questionnaire intended for non-union mem­
bers is assigned survey control number .USAF SCN 77-lOOA. 
The Union Attitude Questionnaire designed for union mem­
bers is assigned USAF SCN 77-lOOB. Both questionnaires 
expire 31 Jul 1977.
2. Request one copy of resulting analysis be forwarded 
to this office.
FOR THE COMMANDER
MAY
WILLIBRORD T.^" SILVA, Lt Col, USAF 1 Atch
Chief, Research Division HQ USAF/DPCE Ltr, 30 Mar 77
1st Ind , AÜ/EDV .
TO: LMDC/DPM (Major Nye)
Cy to; HQ USAF/DPCE 
1 1  MAY 1977
This le tte r confirm s e a rlie r telecon approval o f you r su rve ys . Please 
provide AU/EDV one copy of the completed research fo r subsequent 
fo rw ard ing  to AFMÇC.
JOHN T . MEEHAN
D ire c to r, Evaluation & Research
DCS/Education
o^v.ut/q^
A »ÇJ___
nîni-i -i
 ■ 3M'
[1 ëC:ULiSî-!iJ^ j^ |\
( .T-prr Lir':!^ '^
.<• •' •*
J . r .  C R > S & A  8w ‘ 1LD>NC
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A M E Rl i^ .L '  FEDERATION OF 
GOVERi iL lENT EMPLOYEES
K E N N E T H  T . B L A Y L O C K  
N A T IO N A L  P R E S ID E N T
A f f  ■L A 7 C D  VM TM  T H E  A P C -C IO
J O S E P H  D . G L E A S O N  
E X E C U T IV E  V IC E  P R E S ID E N T
N IC H O L A S  J. N O L A N  
N A T IO N A L  S E C ..T R E A S .
1325 MASSACHUSETTS AVE., N.W. • WASHINGTON, D. C. 20005 
Telephone: (202) 737-8700
June 27, 1977
F O R E S T  B. W O O T E N  
N A T IO N A L  V IC E  P R :  S ID E N T  
STM D IS T R IC T  
W E S T  C L IN T O N  E L D G .. R M . 4 3 2  
2 1 0 ?  C L IN T O N  A V E N U E . W E S T  
H U N T S V IL L E .  A L A B A M A  3 5 5 0 5  
P H O N E : (2 0 5 1  S 3 E -S S 5 0
IN  R E P L Y  P L C A S C  R E f  E R  T O .
L-977
Major Harvey N. Nye 
Deupty Director, Professional 
Personnel Management Course 
Leadership & Management Development Center 
Maxwell Air Force Base, Alabama 36112
Dear Major Nye:
It was a pleasure talking with you by telephone this 
morning and I am looking forward to meeting you in 
person.
Enclosed is a copy of President Blaylock's letter 
dated June 8, 1977 which is self-explanatory.
I concur with your proposed survey for Maxwell Air Force 
Base and the question that Mr. Blaylock added as reflected 
in his letter.
I will be looking forward to working with you in the future.
Sincerelw,
-TTV-^ii-AVrz.-;-
FOREST B. WOOTEN 
National Vice President 
Fifth District
T O DO FOR ALL T H A T  W H I C H  NONE CAN DO FOR ONESELF -J?
A T  Cl ___
H\J\
SEISE^ ISrS^ g^ ,. 
Insszprsiî^i' 
,rar3|i3Eîsy
L # T % S %  ■
J r,  o « > n C «  e u iL O :N C
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A M E R IC A N  FEDER.VnON OF 
GOVERNMENT EMPLOYEES
K E N N E T H  T .  B L A Y L O C K
N A T IO N A L  P R C S J O C K T
A r n c iA T C O  w h m  t h c  a » l - c o
J O S E P H  O. G L E A S O N
E X E C L ’^ I V C  V i c e  P R t S l O C N T
N IC H O L A S  J . N O L A N
N A T IO N A L  6 E C  .T R C A S .
1325 MASSACHUSETTS AVE., N.W. • WASHINGTON. D. C. 20005 
Telephone: (202) 737-8700
June 8, 1977
A M C tlC A N  frD C S A T tO N  
★  *  ★  ' * ’ © #★  ★  *  
C O V C B N M IN T  tM n O Y fC S
4 L. j;* JUSTICE L. - : L . vj f»AU»NltY ft" ff 
V  F »0 G *E5S A  ^
IN  B C P L V  P L C A S C  * C F C *  T O :
1/997
Mr. Forest B. Wooten 
AFGE National Vice President 
West Clinton Bldg., Rm. 432 
2109 Clinton Avenue West 
Huntsville. Alabama 35805
Dear Forest;
This refers to your recent correspondence seeking ap­
proval of a survey to be conducted at Maxwell Air 
Force Base.
I discussed the survey with Major Nye yesterday, and 
requested that AFGE receive the statistical results 
of the survey. I also added a question to the non 
members, as follows: "Would you join AFGE if Fed­
eral employees had the right to strike"?
I am furnishing Local President Lanthrip with a copy 
of this letter, for his information.
Will see you next week during the NEC Meeting.
Sincer
Kenn 
National Pre
cc: LP Lanthrip
" A T  w h i c h  n o n e  c a n  d o  f o r  o n e s e l f
APPEtrorx IV
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ORGAICTZATIONS SELECTED FOR 
SURVEY OF ROr^UNION imSERS 
OF I-ÎAXÎ\TIi-GUI'JTER CIVILIAN WORKFORCE
General
Organization Schedule
Civil Air Patrol 39
3800 Civil Engineering 101
Squadron
1973 Communications 23
Squadron
Air University Library 47
Air Command & Staff 32
College
Leadership & Management 21
Development Center
Air Force Commissary 12
3800 Logistics Squadron 87
Total 3S2
Percent of Total 52.4
Number of Bnployees in 
Job Classification 
Wage 
Board
10
98
17
13
0
83
103
329
47.6
Total
49
199 
40
60
32
26
95
190
691
100
